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UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS 
AND FACILITIES 


TUESDAY, DECEMBER 2, 1958 


Hovuse oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 2:45 p. m., Hon. F. Edward Hébert (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Héserr. The committee will be in order. 

At this phase of the hearings the Chair wishes to make a statement. 

Prior to adjournment, the subcommittee had under consideration 
the question of the utilization of existing Government facilities for re- 
quirements in producing the hardware and other new materials re- 
quired in Defense. 

So that this question may be brought into focus on an understand- 
able basis, we have asked the three departments of the Government 
to supply us with the following information: 


An itemization of all Government plants unused, or in “caretaker” status, 
containing, among other things: 

(a) The cost of the installation. 

(b) Location with reference to: (i) rail and other transportation facilities, 
and (ii) other manufacturing areas or (iii) material sources. 

(c) The amount of annual upkeep when in caretaker status. 

(ad) A succinct description of the real estate; and whether underground fa- 
cilities such as water, sewer, and the like, are available; and whether there is 
personnel housing in whole or partial use. 

(e) An itemized statement of the facilities, constructed within the last 2 
fiseal years ending June 30, 1958, and the same committed for the forthcoming 
fiscal year, giving the cost, purpose, location; whether contract for construction 
or supply of heavy tools has been consummated and, if so, the dollar value there- 
of; whether the facilities are being placed on privately owned or Government- 
owned land and if upon the former, whether any provision has been made for 
the following: 


(aa) Rental, of ground tools or facilities. 

(bb) Rental agreement for use of private contractors. If so, the terms 
of the contract and, if not, why no such requirement. 

(f) As to properties, real or personal, in use of Government contractors, in 
caretaker status, whole or partial : 

The status as to ownership of realty ; segregation of Government property ; 
rentals, if any, being charged; and if no rental charged, the nature of the 
contract permitting the same. 

If any of the foregoing are being used for private production by custodian, 
a statement as to whether or not any custodian is permitted to compete for 
Government work; and itemization by dollar volume of any contracts being 
performed at any such installation. 


That information has been supplied. 
(See Appendixes A, B, and C, pp. 1161-1270.) 
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Today we will hear from the Department of Defense, Assistant Sec- 
retary Floyd Bryant, for Properties and Installations, on the Defense 
Department’s policies and programs with respect to these properties 
and likewise from the three service Secretaries. 

Mr. Héverr. Mr. Bryant. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FLOYD S. BRYANT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS 


Secretary Bryant. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I will make this short, because as we have previously discussed with 
your staff, I felt my prim ary responsibility here was to introduce the 

roblem and to discuss the efforts made by the Defense Department to 
insure the results which I am sure the committee wants. 

However, the details will be supplied by the service representatives, 
as indicated by the record. 

I am, as you know, Floyd S. Bryant, Assistant Secretary of Defense, 
Properties ‘and Installations. 

It is a privilege to appear before you in behalf of the Department 
of Defense to discuss with you the policies of the Department of De- 
fense relating to the utilization of Government-owned industrial plants 
as well as the complexity of the problems arising from the implemen- 
tation of such policies. 

Assistant Secretary Higgins of the Army, Assistant Secretary Bantz 
of the Navy, and Assistant Sec retary Sharp of the Air Force will, in 
turn, present in more detail the specific data requested by your letter 
of Septembe r 22,1958. 

It 1s the basic policy of the Department of Defense with respect to 
the acquisition of industrial facilities, whether for the development 
and production of new weapons or for the expansion of production of 
existing weapons, to utilize existing facilities to the maximum extent 
possible. 

This policy has been promulgated in a number of DOD directives re- 
ferred to herein, copies of which will be furnished for the record. 

For example, DOD Directive 4275.2 entitled “Industrial Facilities 
Funded From Procurement and Production Appropriations,” origi- 
nally issued in November of 1954, and revised on October 6, 1956, pro- 
vides as follows (par. II A): 

The Department of Defense supports the basic principle that free competitive 
enterprise should be fostered by the Government. Therefore, the provision of 
Government-owned industrial facilities will be authorized only when it can 
clearly be demonstrated that private enterprise is unable, unwilling, or not or- 
ganized to perform the service or provide the products necessary to meet cur- 
rent and mobilization requirements, or that in the execution of the military mis- 
sion the ownership of the facility by the Government is a necessity. 


Paragraph IT H of the same directive states that : 

Prior to providing Government-owned industrial facilities for the production of 
new weapons or for the expansion of production for existing weapons, efforts shall 
be made in all cases to utilize existing facilities to the fullest possible extent. 

As late as February 7, 1958, DOD Directive 5105.15 which sets up 
the responsibility and authority for the new Advanced Research Pro}- 
ects Agency, included a requirement under paragraph C 4 as follows: 


The Agency is authorized to acquire or construct such research, development, 
and test facilities and equipment as may be approved by the Secretary of Defense, 
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in accordance with applicable statutes. However, existing facilities of the 
Department of Defense shall be utilized to the maximum extent practicable. 

This policy is also expressed in DOD Directive 4165.6 dated Septem- 
ber 15, 1955, entitled “Real Property; Acquisition, Managment, and 
Disposal,” as follows (par. V A 1): 

No additional real property shall be acquired unless the real property currently 
under the control of all three military departments is inadequate to satisfy the 
military requirements. 

I believe it is clear from the above excerpts that adequate policy 
has been established. However, no policy can be effective without full 
implementation. 

To this end DOD Directive 4275.2 prescribes specific reporting pro- 
cedures and DOD Instruction 4275.4 sets up a checklist of informa- 
tion which must be submitted with facility proposals and prescribes a 
process for screening existing facilities to determine whether there are 
plants or tools in the inventory which could supply the new require- 
ment. 

This process assures that, in satisfying requirements for production 
capacity for missiles and other advanced weapons, full consideration 
is given to utilizing conventional-type plants which have become idle. 

At the same time, the prescribed procedures are designed to make as 
certain as possible that capital expenditures will be held to a minimum 
and that whenever feasible, maximum use will be made of local com- 
munity assets, such as skilled workers, housing, school and recreational 
facilities, utilities, and highways. 

In cases where land acquisition is involved, a similar screening 
process in the Department of Defense is established under DOD 
Instruction 4165.12 (companion to DOD Directive 4165.6). Copies 
of these DOD instructions will also be furnished for the record. 

The committee will be able to judge how effectively these policies 
and procedures have been converted into practice from the data and 
information provided by the witnesses who follow. 

I feel that I should point out, however, that there are sometimes 
factors other than the existence of idle Government-owned land and 
buildings which affect the implementation of the basic policy. 

When a private company has a substantial amount of the facilities 
needed to produce a new item, frequently a cheaper end item cost can 
be obtained by supplementing these facilities at Government expense 
rather than acquiring a new plant or converting an existing idle Gov- 
ernment-owned plant. 

Sometimes the type of item to be produced will dictate or severely 
limit the location of a facility. If it is a dangerous explosive or 
there are toxic wastes or intermediate products, the public must be 
protected by locating it in an isolated area where these harmful or 
dangerous materials are least likely to do damage. 

Not long ago it was necessary for the Air Force to locate a facility 
for testing ram-jet engines, which produced toxic exhaust products, 
in a remote site on the wastelands of Great Salt Lake. 

In the case of the development and prototype fabrication of a com- 
plicated guided missile component, fuel, or some other new item, con- 
sideration is given to the reservoirs of technical and scientific people, 
such as the groups of scientists in the laboratories and plants of pri- 
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vate companies who have the experience and training in such fields 
in order to better insure a successful development. 

Faced with problems such as these and others which will be ex- 
plained by the military departments in greater detail, it is not sur- 
prising that the Department of Defense finds a number of idle fa- 
cilities in its inventory for which there is no current requirement. 

(The full directives referred to are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 
OcToBER 6, 1956. 
Number 4275.2. 
OASD (P&I). 
Subject: Industrial Facilities Funded from Procurement and Production Ap- 
propriations. 
References: (a) DOD Directive 4275.2 dated November 24, 1954, Revised April 
19, 1956. 
(b) DOD Instruction 4275.4, October 6, 1956. 
(c) DOD Directive 4215.9, Para. VII A 1, dated February 2, 1956. 


I, AUTHORIZATION AND PURPOSE 


To establish the Department of Defense policy, to fix responsibilities for re- 
view and approval of the acquisition, expansion, construction, rehabilitation, 
and improvement of industrial facilities, and to provide for the establishment 
of procedures designed to expedite and assure the adequacy of the review process. 

The term “industrial facility” for the purpose of this Directive means prop- 
erty (including land, buildings, structures, and improvements, and machine tools 
and other related production equipment) for the production or maintenance of 
military end items or components, and for tests, research, development, and 
services in support of production. 


II. BASIC POLICY 


A. The Department of Defense supports the basic principle that free com- 
petitive enterprise should be fostered by the Government. Therefore, the 
provision of Government-owned industrial facilities will be authorized only 
when it can clearly be demonstrated that private enterprise is unable, unwill- 
ing, or not organized to perform the service or provide the products necessary 
to meet current and mobilization requirements, or that in the execution of the 
military mission the ownership of the facility by the Government is a necessity. 

B. When Government-financed industrial facilities are required they shall be 
provided only to the extent necessary to meet procurement requirements or to 
provide a minimum base for meeting mobilization requirements. 

C. No Government-financed test facilities shall be constructed at a privately 
owned plant if such facilities duplicate Government-owned test facilties already 
available, unless it can be established that existing Government-owned facilities, 
regardless of service control, are being utilized to full capacity, or that existing 
Government-owned facilities are inadequate from the standpoints of technical 
characteristics, workload capabilities, or excessive distance from the develop- 
ment or production source of the weapon or equipment. 

D. The heavy cost and the large land areas frequently required for test and 
development facilities make it imperative that maximum utilization be made of 
each facility owned by the Government. Therefore, the following rules will be 
observed : 

(a) Each facility shall be acquired in a manner and under circumstances 
in which the Government’s interest is complete and exclusive. 

(b) Each facility shall be operated in accordance with a periodically 
established test program; wherever two or more military departments are 
engaged in programs involving a particular facility, the test program shall 
be arranged by mutual agreement between the interested departments. 

(c) Under regulations established by the Secretary of the cognizant 
military department, the technical findings resulting from operation of 
Government-owned facilities shall be the property of the Government and 
shall be made available for such dissemination and use as may, from time 
to time, be found to be in the interest of the Government. 
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E. The cognizant military department will make the following determinations, 
prior to submitting requests for authority to acquire major common-use type 
facilities such as airfields to be used for acceptance testing by contractors, 
liquid-oxygen plants, acceptance test stands, large environmental facilities, and 
nuclear test facilities: 

(a) The suitability of other like Government-owned facilities under the 
control of the Department of Defense, regardless of present occupancy, that 
are located within a reasonable distance of the proposed site, and the 
possibility of joint usage ; 

(b) The location of the proposed facility is the most suitable for the 
immediate requirement and the estimated present and future requirement 
of other contractors, and/or components of the Armed Forces; 

(c) Where a future demand appears probable provisions have been made 
in the facility design to allow for suitable expansion if necessary. 

F. The construction or installation by the Government of nonseverable struc- 
tures or industrial facilities on privately owned land is discouraged. When- 
ever such construction is so located, the Government’s investment for future 
mobilization production shall be protected by suitable contractual arrangements. 

G. Rehabilitation and modernization of Government-owned industrial facil- 
ities will be undertaken only after a complete review of the mission of the 
facilities in light of new and advanced types of weapon systems. 

H. Prior to providing Government-owned industrial facilities for the produc- 
tion of new weapons or for the expansion of production for existing weapons, 
efforts shall be made in all cases to utilize existing facilities to the fullest pos- 
sible extent. Such efforts are intended to preclude the building or procuring 
of new Government-owned facilities. The test for retention in a standby status 
of existing Government-owned facilities will be whether the mobilization re- 
quirement is sufficiently urgent to justify the expenditure of funds at this time 
for the construction of new Government-owned facilities for the mobilization 
requirement. 

I. All new projects undertaken or sponsored shall comply with such dis- 
persal standards as may be issued by proper Government authority. 

J. In general, the Department of Defense will not undertake financing of 
industrial facility expansions unless it can be demonstrated that it is necessary 
for the Government itself to perform or support the required production or 
service. 

III. IMPLEMENTATION 


A. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (P. & I.) will be responsible for de- 
veloping and supervising procedures to implement the policies established in 
Section II hereof, and for recommending to the Secretary of Defense a course 
of action on each facility project submitted as provided herein. 

B. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (P. & I.) shall issue instructions 
designed to expedite the review process within the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense by furnishing the military departments in advance with a checklist 
of information required for OSD review of industrial facilities proposals. The 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (P. & I.) shall also arrange for concurrent 
review by appropriate agencies within OSD. 

C. All other agencies of OSD shall, upon request of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (P. & I.), furnish him with their comments and recommendations 
with respect to the proposed expansion of any facility in their respective func- 
tional areas. 

D. The Secretaries of the military departments will develop and carry out 
a continuing program as follows: 

(a) Develop an integrated long-term plan for development and produc- 
tion in each important technical product area ; 

(b) Provide an analysis and review of proposed facility expansions to 
determine their necessity in support of established long-term development 
and production plans as well as conformity with the policies established in 
Section IT hereof ; 

(c) Forward to the Secretary of Defense for his approval via the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (P & I) all industrial facility expansion 
projects involving an expenditure of $1,000,000 or more, in accordance with 
Reference (b) ; 

(d) Provide upon request such information and data as may be required 
by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (P & I) and other agencies of the 
Department of Defense in the exercise of their responsibilities established 
in paras. A and C of this section. 
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(e) Issue such instructions as may be necessary and appropriate to expe- 
dite the review process within their respective departments ; and 
(f) Submit to the Assistant Seeretary of Defense (P & I) within sixty 
(60) days from the date of this Directive a copy of their regulations imple- 
menting this Directive. 
IV. CANCELLATION 


DOD Directive 4275.2 dated November 24, 1954, revised April 19, 1956, is 
hereby canceled. 
V. EFFECTIVE DATE 


This Directive shall become effective 60 days after date of issue. 


(Signed) RruseEen B. Rosertson, Jr., 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. 


FEBRUARY 7, 1958. 
Number 5105.15. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 
Subject: Department of Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency. 


I. PURPOSE 


The purpose of this directive is to provide within the Department of Defense 
an agency for the direction and performance of certain advanced research and 
development projects. 


II. RESPONSIBILITY AND AUTHORITY 
A. Establishment 

In accordance with the provisions of the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended, and Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953, there is established in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense the Department of Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency. The Agency will be under the direction of the Director of 
Advanced Research Projects. 
B. Responsibility 


The Agency shall be responsible for the direction or performance of such ad- 
vanced projects in the field of research and development as the Secretary of 
Defense shall, from time to time, designate by individual project or by category. 


C. Authority 


Subject to the direction and control of the Director: 

1. The Agency is authorized to direct such research and development projects 
being performed within the Department of Defense as the Secretary of Defense 
may designate. 

2. The Agency is authorized to arrange for the performance of research and 
development work by other agencies of Government, including the military de- 
partments, as may be necessary to accomplish its mission in relation to projects 
assigned. 

3. The Agency is authorized to enter into contracts and agreements with indi- 
viduals, private business entities, educational, research or scientific institutions 
including federal or state institutions. 

4. The Agency is authorized to acquire or construct such research, development, 
and test facilities and equipment as may be approved by the Secretary of Defense, 
in accordance with applicable statutes. However, existing facilities of the 
Department of Defense shall be utilized to the maximum extent practicable. 


III. ORGANIZATION 


A. The Director of Advanced Research Projects shall report to the Secretary of 
Defense. 

B. The Department of Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency shall be 
provided such personnel and administrative support as may be approved by the 
Secretary of Defense. 
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C. Other officers and agencies of the Office of the Secretary of Defense within 
their respective areas of responsibility shall provide support to the Director of 
the Advanced Research Projects Agency as may be necessary for him to carry 
out his assigned functions. 

IV. EFFECTIVE DATE 


This directive is effective immediately. 








(Signed) 


SEPTEMBER 15, 1955. 
Number 4165.6. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 


Subject: Real property ; Acquisition, Management and Disposal. 
References : 

(a) Department of Defense Directive 4165.16, dated April 6, 1955, entitled 
“Real Property; Construction on Leased Land and Release of Leaseholds.” 

(b) DOD Directive 5220.3, dated September 11, 1951, entitled “Industrial 
Dispersion Policy.” 

(¢) DOD Directive 4275.2, dated November 24, 1954, entitled “Industrial 
Production Facilities (Acquisition, Construction, Rehabilitation and Major 
Repairs).” 

(ad) DOD Instruction 4100.16, dated March 8, 1954, entitled “DOD Program 
for Review of Commercial and Industrial-Type Facilities (DD-S&L(AR)- 
140).” 

(e) DOD Instruction 4145.3, dated October 28, 1954, entitled “Storage and 
Warehouse Facilities.” 

(f) DOD Instruction 4145.4, dated March 11, 1954, entitled “Commercial 
and Industrial Type Facilities (Leasing, Establishment, or Diversion).” 

(g) Regulations of General Services Administration, Title 2, Real Property 
Management, dated December 15, 1953. 

(h) DOD Directive 4510.1, dated March 12, 1954, entitled “Policy on Trans- 
portation and Traffic Management Factors Affecting Site Selection.” 


I. PURPOSE 


The purpose of this directive is to set forth the Department of Defense Policy 
with respect to the acquisition, management, and disposal of real property and 
delegate the authority necessary for the accomplishment thereof. 


II. CANCELLATIONS 


(a) DOD Directive 4165.6, dated July 5, 1952, entitled “Acquisition, Utiliza- 
tion, and Disposal of Real Property.” 

(b) DOD Directive 4165.11, dated November 21, 1953, entitled “Delegations 
of Authority to Secretaries of Army, Navy, and Air Force.” 

(c) Memoranda to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, dated 
July 10, 1950, entitled “Designation to Dispose of Surplus Property Pursuant 
to Delegation by the Administrator of General Services.” 

(d) Memoranda, dated July 23, 19538, to the three military departments, 
entitled “Utilization of Real Property.” 


III, DELEGATIONS 


Pursuant to the authorities vested in me by Section 202 (f) of the National 
Security Act of 1947, as amended (5 U. S. C. 171a), Section 5 of Reorganization 
Plan No. 6 of 19538, and Section 202 (c) of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended (P. L. 152, 81st Congress), there is 
hereby redelegated to the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and 
the Secretary of the Air Force, and to such individuals as they may designate 
for the purpose of administering real estate actions within their respective 
departments, the authorities which are, or may hereafter be, assigned and dele- 
gated to or vested in me by: 

A. Sections 401 and 402 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended (P. L. 152, 81st Congress), and Regulations of Gen- 
eral Services Administration promulgated thereunder. 
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B. The Administrator of General Services, pursuant to Section 203 (a), (b), 
and (c) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (P. L. 152, 81st Congress). 

C. The Administrator of General Services, as recited in Chapters V—201.02 
and V-201.05 of Regulations of General Services Administration, Title 2, Real 
Property Management, dated December 15, 1953. 


IV. APPLICABILITY 


The policies expressed in Section V of this directive apply to the acquisition, 
management, and disposal of all real properties under the control and/or 
jurisdiction of the military departments located in: 

A. The United States, its Territories, and Possessions, and the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, except: 

1. Real property pertaining to river and harbor and flood control projects, the 
acquisition, management, and disposal of which are governed by regulations 
of the Secretary of the Army. 

2. General purpose space acquired by General Services Administration in: 

a. The metropolitan Washington area, i. e., District of Columbia, Prince 
Georges, and Montgomery Counties in the State of Maryland, Arlington and 
Fairfax Counties in the State of Virginia, and Cities of Alexandria and 
Falls Church in the State of Virginia. 

b. Certain urban areas outside the District of Columbia and vicinity, i. ¢., 
as defined in Section 2-I-102.01, subparagraph 2.22 (b) of reference (g) above. 

B. Foreign countries to the extent possible, in accordance with international 
law and agreements. 

Vv. POLICY 


Policies outlined in this directive shall be subject to such procedural restric- 
tions and qualifications as are contained in the provisions of law, regulations 
of the General Services Administration, and instructions issued or to be issued 
by the Department of Defense. 


A. Acquisition of real properties 


The military departments shall establish uniform site selection procedures 
which will adhere to the following policy : 

1. No additional real property shall be acquired unless the real property 
currently under the control of all three military departments is inadequate 
to satisfy the military requirements. 

2. Current requirements will, in the absence of unusual circumstances, be 
given preference over future needs and mobilization requirements. If the cur- 
rent requirement will not continue through mobilization, care must be exercised 
to avoid modification of the property in a manner that would prevent its timely 
return to the holding department to meet the mobilization requirement. If it is 
contemplated that the current requirement will continue through mobilization, 
the property may be modified as required, and the mobilization plans of the 
military departments concerned should be changed accordingly. 

3. Departmental requirements in each individual case shall be firmly deter- 
mined and only the minimum amount of property necessary shall be acquired. 

4. Prior to acquisition by purchase, lease, or condemnation, it shall first be 
determined that the requirements cannot be satisfied by: 

a. Exercise of recapture of use rights, 

b. Use of property that is excess to the needs of the other military depart- 
ments or to another Government agency, 

c. Use of property that is temporarily excess to the needs of the other mili- 
tary departments or another Government agency and which can be secured for 
exclusive or joint use. The current inventories of real property holdings as 
maintained by each military department shall be reviewed and excess properties 
made available for physical inspection. Inventories of other Government agencies 
as maintained by General Services Administration should be reviewed to deter- 
mine availability of usable properties, 

d. Exercise of existing authorities for the exchange of Government-owned 
real property for privately owned property that is by type or location adaptable 
for the military need. Available real property of the military departments 
and other Government agencies should also be included in such consideration, 

e. Use of the public domain, 
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f. Securing title to real property from state or municipal governments by 
donation or use thereof by long-term nominal lease (See paragraph IV D 5 of 
reference (a)). 

5. Real property should be acquired by whichever of the following methods 
will satisfy the defense requirement in the most economical manner and create 
the least !mpact on the civilian economy. 

a. Acquisition of fee title to land, inclusive of all mineral rights, and improve- 
ments shall generally be considered in the best interest of the Government 
when one or more of the following conditions exist : 

(1) Proposed construction to be placed on the land by the Government has 
an estimated cost equal to or in excess of the current market value of the land 
(See paragraph V A 5b herein). 

(2) Calculated period of required use is of sufficient duration that the sum 
expended for rentals and restoration, if required, would exceed 50 percent of 
the fair market value of the fee title (See paragraph IV D of reference (a) 
for exceptions to this policy). 

(8) Cost of acquiring an easement right exceeds 75 percent of the current 
fair market value of the fee title. 

b. Acquisition of use of land and improvements by easement (permanent or 
so long as required for Government use), license, permit, lease contract, or 
condemnation of leasehold interest shall generally be considered in the best 
interest of the Government if the calculated period of required use is of such 
duration that fee acquisition under 5 a above could not be economically justi- 
fied. Leaseholds should be negotiated to provide for the right of cancellation 


of the lease in whole or in part or upon giving the shortest notice agreed to by the 
lessor. 


B. Management of real properties 


1. Inasmuch as current requirements will, in many instances, be minimized 
or completely satisfied by proper utilization of existing facilities, an active pro- 
gram will be maintained by each military department to insure an efficient busi- 
nesslike management and utilization of real property under its control. The 
Munitions Board Field Space Manual of 1949, or any succeeding publication, 
shall be used to the extent applicable as a guide in accomplishing this respon- 
sibility. 

a. Conversion or rehabilitation of available Government-owned structures to 
meet current requirements shall be undertaken in instances where comparison 
of the cost thereof, with either the cost of new construction or the cost of acquir- 
ing fee title or leasehold interest in similar space for the period of required use, 
indicates an economical saving. Cost of maintaining at an economical level will 
be considered in the total cost for conversion or rehabilitation of Government- 
owned structures, new construction and fee acquisition. 

b. In the event of reduction of an activity in a leased property acquired by a 
military department, the availability of the leasehold will be screened with the 
appropriate local commands of all military departments with the objective of 
moving functions accomoodated in high cost leased space into lower cost 
facilities. 

C. Disposal of real properties 


1. Properties, including buildings that are considered functionally sound and 
which are determined to be excess to current and/or mobilization requirements 
of the holding department shall be screened with the other military departments 
for determination of requirement therefor. Buildings and other structures that 
have deteriorated beyond economical repair and maintenance need not be 
screened. Screening of foreign excess real property shall be conducted between 
area commands only. When it has been determined that property is excess, 
disposal thereof shall be in accordance with instructions of the Office, Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Properties, and Installations), eixsting law, and Regula- 
tions of the General Services Administration. 

a. Government-owned real property held by a military department which by 
screening process is determined to be excess to current requirements of the 
three military departments but for which a mobilization requirement exists 
shall be made available for interim usage in one of the following manners, pro- 
vided use therefor will not involve modifying the property in a manner that 
would prevent its return to the holding department for timely use in meeting 
its mobilization requirements : 

(1) By permit or license to another Government agency. 
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(2) Outleasing—This should include restrictive or safety land areas wherein 
agricultural or other usage will not interfere with the use for which held by 
the department. Provisions shall be made in all outleases of Government-owned 
property requiring that prior approval of the controlling military department 
must be secured before subleasing any part of the property for direct or indirect 
use by another Federal Government agency. 

Note.—As to (1) and (2) above, provision for adequate maintenance will 
be included. 

(3) By declaring it to General Services Administration as excess real property 
for disposal subject to adequate provisions for recapture of use in accordance 
with existing regulations, instructions and statutes. 

b. The release of recapture rights retained by the Government may be effected 
in response to a petition if there is no current or mobilization requirement 
therefor by any of the military departments. The military departments shall 
review plans covering contemplated future or mobilization use of the facility 
in light of the current physical condition of the improvements, extent of deteriora- 
tion and anticipated acceleration thereof. 

e. In consideration of possible changes in mobilization requirements, disposal 
of excess buildings and improvements located on nonexcess land will not be 
undertaken where such improvements are structurally sound, are adaptable to 
normal operational use, will require only nominal maintenance and the physical 
location thereof will not interfere with approved new construction, unless such 
improvements are movable and are required to satisfy a current requirement 
of a military department. 

d. Immediately upon determination that a leasehold will become excess to 
the needs of a military department, that department will forthwith send notice 
of availability to the appropriate offices of the other military departments (see 
paragraph V B 1 (b)) including a physical description of the property, terms 
of lease, date possession can be surrendered and date that renewal of the contract 
must be exercised. Notices of availability shall be scrutinized by the receiving 
department to determine if pending requirements can be satisfied by assuming 
the excess leasehold or an economic saving can be realized by cancelling an 
existing lease and moving into the excess space. It will be the responsibility of 
the Military Department having an interest in the acquisition of such excess 
space to continue the leasehold interest. 


VI. UNIFORMITY 


Subsequent to the enactment of laws concerning real estate actions that apply 
equally to the three military departments, the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Properties and Installations) will designate one of the military departments 
to develop and coordinate uniform implementation for approval by the Office, 
Secretary of Defense. 

VII. IMPLEMENTATION 


Written implementation of the policies contained in this directive shall be 
effected within sixty days subsequent to the effective date hereof and copies 
shall be furnished the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Instal- 


lations). 
VIII. EFFECTIVE DATE 


This directive is effective on the date of issue. 
(Signed) ReEvuBEN B. ROBERTSON, Jr., 
Deputy Secretary of Defense. 


Number 4275.4. 
OcToBER 6, 1956. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSTRUCTION OASD (P. & I.) 


Subject: Industrial Facilities Funded from Procurement and Production Appro- 


priations. 


References : 
(a) DOD Directive 4275.2 “Industrial Facilities Funded from Procure- 


ment and Production Appropriations,” dated October 6, 1956. 
(b) DOD Directive 4215.9, Para VII A 1, dated February 2, 1956. 
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I. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE 


This instruction is issued pursuant to and in amplification of Reference (a). 
It provides procedures for the submission of industrial facility expansion projects 
as required by Reference (a) III D (c). 


II, SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY 


This Instruction covers all industrial facility expansion projects estimated 
to cost $1 million or more which the military departments propose to acquire, 
expand, construct, rehabilitate, or improve. 


Ill, IMPLEMENTATION 


A. An on-site inspection may be necessary by personnel of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense when an expansion, major rehabilitation or improvement 
of existing Government owned industrial facilities is proposed. In order to 
facilitate the scheduling of such inspections and to avoid delay in the processing 
of projects, the following plan will be used: 

The military departments are asked to supply this office with the following 
information at the earliest possible time: 

(1) The estimated date when each project will be developed to a state where 
an inspection would be timely and meaningful; 

(2) The relationship between such proposed improvements and the planned 
future mission of the facility ; 

(3) The general breakdown in dollars of each project for proposed land acqui- 
sition, building construction, purchase of tools and equipment, instrumentation 
for test facilities, ete. ; and 

(4) The estimated date when the project will be submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense for approval, and the name and telephone number of the depart- 
mental representative with whom arrangements for the inspection should be 
made. 

B. When submitting projects for industrial facility expansions, acquisitions, 
construction, rehabilitation, and improvement as provided in reference (a), each 
military department shall be guided by the following: 

(1) Submission may be made for an individual project, a group of projects, or 
an annual program ; 

(2) Six (6) copies of each submission shall be provided. Supplementary eco- 
nomic or engineering studies may be provided as deemed necessary or appropriate 
by the department concerned ; 

(3) Each project submission shall contain a specific statement as to how the 
proposed acquisition complies with the policy contained in Reference (a), or, in 
the event it does not comply, an explanation showing the extent of such devia- 
tion and the reason therefor ; and 

(4) Each project justification should be designed to present a clear understand- 
ing of the need for the facility, its cost, and other essential elements, such as its 
relation, if applicable, to established long-term planned requirements in a par- 
ticular field. 

Appendix A provides a guide or checklist of information required for Office of 
the Secretary of Defense review. 


IV. REPORT CONTROL SYMBOL 


Report Exemption Symbol DD-P & I (EX) 33 has been assigned to the report- 
ing requirements of this instruction. 


V. EFFECTIVE DATE 


This instruction shall become effective 60 days after date of issue. 
(Signed) FtLoyp S. BRYANT, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Properties and Installations). 
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APPENDIx A. CHECKLIST OF INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR OSD REVIEW OF 
INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES PROPOSALS 


It is suggested that the following format be used in submittals of proposed 
facility acquisitions, expansions, construction, rehabilitations, and improvements: 
1. The name of the prime contractor and the name of subcontractors, if any. 

2. The nature and location of the proposed facility. 

3. The end item which will be produced in the proposed facility. 

4. Basis of need: 

a. Reference to approved programs or T/O and E’s from which need for facili- 
ties directly arises : 

(1) Relationship of this project, including phasing, to the other elements of the 
same overall weapons systems program. 

b. With reference to end items: 

(1) Specify phase, whether R. & D., test model, or production for inventory ; 

(2) If for production for inventory : 

(a) The total number and cost of items to be produced ; 

(b) Present production rates for this end item ; 

(c) Maximum rates that can be produced with current facilities ; 

(d) Maximum planned rate, including the present and expanded facilities ; 

(e) Estimated mobilization production rate of facility ; 

(f) If a new item, has decision to produce for inventory been made and ap- 
proved, and, if not, what is the basis for facilities requirement at this time; 

(g) What part of the expanded capacity will be used by other Services, what 
Services, and for what specific items ; and 

(h) Number of hours per week the expanded facilities will be operated. 

ec. With respect to facilities : 

(1) To what extent do facilities anticipate future technical developments ; 

(2) State advantage of the proposed geographic location at this facility; 

(3) Does the proposal constitute a complete facility? If not, what elements 
are not included herein, and how will they be provided? 

5. Sereening of existing facilities. 

a. Has list of idle reserve plans of all three departments been screened? 
Identify and give brief justification for rejection of facilities which have prima 
facie suitability ; 

b. Have production equipment inventories been screened (Reference (b)) ; 

e. Can production be effected adequately in Government-owned Government- 
operated facilities, for example, arsenals, shipyards, or rehabilitated facilities, 
except for production for inventory ; 

d. Possibility of accommodating additional production through double-shifting 
operations ; and 

e. With respect to R. & D. test facilities, are Government-owned facilities avail- 
able, and, if so, why are they not being utilized? 

6. The estimated cost, and indication of method of computation for each cate- 
gory, showing a total for each of the following categories. 

(1) Land and land improvements. 

(2) Buildings, structures, additions, alterations. 

(3) Machinery and equipment, portable tools, and materials-handling equip- 
ment, instrumentations, and special equipment. 

(4) Installation costs of equipment. 

(5) Indirect costs. 

(6) Grand total. 

7. Funding requirements. 

a. What are the funding requirements for? 

(1) Current year. 

(2) Future years, with estimated amounts per year for total project. 

b. Source of funds for a, above. 


Number 4165.12. 
DECEMBER 7, 1956. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSTRUCTION ASD (P. & I.) 


Subject : Prior Approval for Real Property Actions. 
Ref. : (a) DOD Instruction 4165.12, subject as above, March 8, 1954. 
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I, REISSUANCK AND PURPOSE 


This instruction is a reissue of Reference (a), with amendments indicated 
by marginal asterisks. It establishes uniform procedures for obtaining prior 
approval from the Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installa- 
tions) for the acquisition and disposal of real property. 


II. CANCELLATION 
Reference (a) is hereby superseded and cancelled. 


Ill, EXCEPTIONS 


This instruction does not apply to real-property actions pertaining to river 
and harbor and flood-control projects (Civil Works under jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of the Army) or to real property actions included in Paragraph 
III, B, of DOD Directive 4000.8, November 17, 1952. 


Iv. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY 


A. The following subparagraphs of this section apply to real-property actions 
in areas of the United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands: 

B. Subparagraph 2, hereof, is also applicable to real-property action outside 
the aforementioned areas in instances where the proposed lease is for a firm 
term in excess of one year: 

1. Acquisition of real property in fee or easement for an amount estimated to 
be in excess of $25,000. 

2. Acquisition by lease of real property for an annual rental estimated to be 
in excess of $25,000 (including all lease renewals, e. g., automatic and by 
notice). This includes all leases to be acquired for military use, whether by 
contract, condemnation proceedings, General Services Administration, or other 
means. 

3. Lease of Government-owned real property for estimated annual rental 
receipts in excess of $25,000. 

4. Disposal or report to a disposal agency of excess Government-owned land 
and/or improvements with an estimated value in excess of $25,000. 

5. Transfer of Government-owned real property with an estimated value in 
excess of $25,000, except transfer of such real property within a military depart- 
ment. 

6. Acquisition of use rights in and to any acreage of the Public Domain, through 
application for permanent or temporary withdrawal to the Department of the 
Interior or application to that or any other Government agency for use under 
authority of permit or license, (1) having in excess of 500 acres, regardless of 
estimated current value, or (2) having an estimated current value in excess of 
$25,000, regardless of number of acres involved. 

Nore.—In those cases where individual real property actions are to be made 
as part of a real property project involving a total estimated value or cost in 
excess of the amounts set forth in 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, above, then details of the 
entire project shall accompany a request for approval of the individual real 
property action. 

V. PROCEDURE 


A. Each real property action included in section IV will be submitted to the 
Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations), for ap- 
proval before committing the Government to acquire, lease, or dispose of such 
property. The request for approval will include the material facts used by the 
military department concerned in determining the need for such real property 
action, together with the area, location, using agency, and estimated cost, rental, 
or value, as appropriate. In addition, the latest utilization report will be sub- 
mitted for each lease renewal, and a real estate planning report, based on sound 
engineering and appraisal principles, prepared by qualified personnel, will be 
submitted for the acquisition of real property in fee or easement for an amount 
estimated to be in excess of $25,000. 

B. All cases requiring approval of the Armed Services Committees pursuant 
to Section 601, Public Law 155, 82nd Congress, approved 28 September 1951, will 
include the project sheet in the form it will be submitted to the Committees, 

33079—59 2 
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after approval by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installa- 
tions). Upon submission of a project sheet to the Committees, the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (P. & I.) will be furnished a numbered and dated 
copy of such project sheet. No real property action will be submitted to the 
Committees without the approval of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (P. & I.). 

VI. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This instruction is effective immediately. 

(Signed) Froyp S. Bryant, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations). 

Secretary Bryant. This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 
Of course, I hold myself at your disposal for whatever time or period 
you wish. 

Mr. Héserr. Of course, Mr. Bryant, you have outlined the general 
policy, and the services w ill specify the details that you have requested 
in your letter. 

Mr. Hess? 

Mr. Hess. No questions. 

Mr. Heéserr. Mr. Bates ? 

Mr. Bares. No. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Osmers ? 

Mr. Osmers. No questions. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Lankford ? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I would, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

Mr. Bryant, in this statement which you made, which I found very 
interesting, you talked more about the acquisition of new facilities by 
the Defense Department. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What proc edures are used by the Defense Depart- 
ment to insure that existing facilities are used to their fullest prac- 
tical extent ? 

Secretary Bryant. Well, perhaps I didn’t do this as well as I had 
intended, Mr. Lankford, because that was the very purpose of re- 
ferring to the instructions and the Department of Defense issuances 
to which I referred. I took the position that the best way to insure 
that the coverage was provided, that I thought the committee wanted, 
was to point out the extremities to which we are committed, at least, 
to review existing facilities before indulging in the acquisition of any 
new facilities. I think it is the same thing. Perhaps the emphasis 
is a little different than you had in mind. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. No. I agree that, under these directives, it seems 
to me you have taken every ‘logic: ul step to insure that no new facility 
will be acquired if there is an existing facility which can fulfill that 
need. However, what I am getting at is what steps do you take to 
insure that the existing facilities, some of which are working at a 
reduced rate, are utilized to their fullest economical extent ? 

Secretary Bryant. By much the same process. In other words, I 
would assume that the only method by which they could be increased 
in their usefulness would be to look for something which is a new 
requirement that could be added to or used for the purpose of expand- 
ing that facility. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Maybe I could make myself a little clearer by put- 
ting it in this way. : 
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It is my understanding that procurement agents in private indus- 
try and in the Government, use 2 public ations, 1 known as Thomas’ 
Register, or the Green Book, and 1 known as McRae’s Blue Book, 
which lists manufacturing concerns all over the country; that is, 
private manufacturing concerns all over the country, their potentials, 
what they can pr odue ¥: and that sort of thing. 

Is there : and this is used by contracting officers, 
you see. 

Is there anything that the Department of Defense gets out which 
tells what the Department of Defense facilities can do comparable 
to these two publications ? 

Secretary Bryant. I don’t know that I can answer that. I might 
ask for some help in a moment. But before I try it: am I correct 
in assuming that this means advertising in private circles for business 
to be done by the Government ? 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. No, sir. It is simply making available to the con- 
tracting officers of the armed services the facilities which the Gov- 
ernment has available to them. 

Secretary Bryant. Oh, yes. We have that inventoried, both in 
the services and in the Depar tment of Defense. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. But is it available to the man who actually has to 
let the contract ? 

Secretary Bryant. I would say “Yes.” 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Or rather invite bids, is what I am getting at. In- 
viting bids, rather than letting the contract. 

Secretary Bryant. I will answer that by saying the contracting 
officers do have it, but I would much prefer that the evidence of that 
be developed through the spokesman of the services, who are in more 
close touch with their own individual services’ distribution. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. I was thinking more of Defense Department over- 


all. 





Secretary Bryant. I understand that. I think perhaps they can 
better answer specifically the question than I can, although I believe 
that my first answer is correct. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. No, questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Bryant. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Secretary Higgins, General Engler, and—— 

Secretary Hicerns. General MeMorrow. 

Mr. Courtney. He has a statement? 

Secretary Hiaarns. No. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, in response to the subcommittee’s 
interrogatories on the detail and data concerning plants, facilities in 
various categories, the Department of Army has supplied the subcom- 
mittee with that data, which can become a part of the record. 

It has already been printed in galleys, which, under the joint com- 
mittee rules, we have only a limited number. But they are on your 
desks. 

Mr. Higgins is prepared to discuss the general problems and to an- 
pe detail from the assembled information for the Department of the 

rmy. 
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Mr. Héserr. You havea prepared statement, Mr. Secretary ? 
Secretary Hieerns. I have, sir. 
Mr. Hésert. Proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK H. HIGGINS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY FOR LOGISTICS 


Secretary Hicetns. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,. 
Iam Frank H. Higgins, Assistant Secretary of the Army for Logistics. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you in connection with 
your inquiry into the utilization of Government-owned plants. I shall 
confine myself to the policy for programing and managing the indus- 
trial plants under control of the Army ‘ 

Present with me today are Brig. Gen. J. E. Engler, Director of Pro- 
curement, Office, Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, here on my right; 
and Brig. Gen. F. J. McMorrow, Chief, Industrial Division, Office, 
Chief of Ordnance, here on my left. I also have here Colonel Gibbons 
of the Chemical Corps. They are prepared to discuss in detail tech- 
nical aspects of the various categories of plants owned by the Army. 

I should like to say first that programs for the establishment and 
maintenance of an Army industrial production base are carried out 
under policy guidance and directives of the Secretary of Defense. 

It is the policy of the Army to place main reliance on private in- 
dustry for the production of military materiel. The exceptions to this 
policy are lethal munitions and other items which have no civilian 
counterpart or use, or which, because of safety, security, and similar 
reasons, it is considered essential to have produced in facilities under 
direct control of the Army. 

For these excepted items, the policy is to utilize existing Govern- 
ment-owned production facilities to the extent they are available. 
Consideration is given to construction of new plants only in those 

cases where— 

(a) There is no available plant which can meet essential require- 
ments of space, utilities, transportation, safety, and security. 

(6) Conversion of existing facilities would be more expensive than 
new construction or acquisition of a new plant. 

Except for arsenals such as Springfield, Watertown, Watervliet, 
and Rock Island, the Army relies on private industry to operate its 
active industrial ‘facilities, and to maintain those inactive facilities 
whose production is not needed to meet current requirements but which 
must be retained for use in a future period of mobilization. 

These operator-maintenance contractors are selected on a competi- 
tive basis from among firms having technical and supervisory capa- 
bilities for the kinds of operations involved. 

The management of Army-owned production plants, which would 
cost an estimated $8 billion to replace, is a matter of grave concern to 
me. I give considerable and continuing personal attention to the 
problem of assuring that these plants are utilized properly and effi- 
ciently to meet Army production needs, and that they are maintained 
adequately but economically when they are inactive. 

I personally review and approve annual programs for all plant 
expansions, modifications, conversions, and maintenance. Subse- 
quently, I review and approve det ailed requests for expenditure of 
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any substantial sums (over one-half million dollars) for the individual 
projects in the approved programs. 

Before approving a proposal for the establishment or expansion 
of production capacity in a privately owned plant, I assure myself 
that the production cannot be accomplished appropriately and at the 
same or less cost in an existing installation, particularly in one of 
those plants which are being maintained in an idle status. 

Continual reviews are made to determine that prompt action is 
taken to dispose of plants which become excess for any reason and 
which are not susceptible to conversion for production of other items 
requiring new or increased capacity. 

To the extent possible, maintenance costs are reduced by leasing idle 
ylants for commercial uses which will not damage the facilities or 
velay military production in an emergency. 

During this period of transition where the Army must maintain a 
degree of ? capability’ in both missile and more conventional warfare, 
the wisdom of Solomon is sometimes required to determine whether 
a plant should be continued at reduced production, placed in standby 
status, or dismantled or disposed of altogether. 

As a further means of keeping my self currently informed on the 
scope and status of the Army-owned ‘industrial base, it is my practice 
to visit these active and idle plants just as I do other logistical activ- 
ities of the Army. 

To summarize, the Army uses private industry to produce the major 
portion of its requirements. Army-owned plants are established and 
maintained to meet requirements bey ond the capabilities of privately 
owned facilities, but, except for certain arsenals, industry is relied on 
to supply the technical and supervisory know-how for operation and 
maintenance of these plants. 

It is against Army policy to give financial assistance for the con- 
struction, expansion, conversion, or modification of privately owned 
plants for production which can be accomplished at existing Govern- 
ment facilities. 

I can assure you that all echelons of the Army are constantly aware 
of the necessity for maximum utilization of Government-owned facil- 
ities, and for adequate but economical maintenance of these facilities 
when they are idle but must be retained for mobilization production. 

This concludes my statement. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I would like to ask, if it pleases the committee, that we hear 
General Engler’s paper before we go into the questioning. 

Mr. Héserr. It is perfectly all right. 

Secretary Hieains. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. JEAN E. ENGLER, DIRECTOR OF PRO- 
CUREMENT, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
FOR LOGISTICS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Enoier. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
am Brig. Gen, Jean E. Engler, Director of Procurement, Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Department of the Army. 

As part of my duties, 1 am responsible for the development of Army 
policy guidance and supervision of the execution of the industrial 
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mobilization program which includes the acquisition, expansion, re- 
habilitation, maintenance, reactivation, layaway, utilization, and dis- 
posal of industrial manufacturi ing facilities. 

Your subcommittee has indicated a ver y understandable interest in 
the method and extent of utilization of the Government-owned plants 
under the cognizance of the military departments. 

I though it would be helpful in my presentation on this subject to 
give you some background information as to the Army’s policy gov- 
erning the acquisition of industrial plants, the number and type of 
plants we now have and our policy with regard to continuing the 
utilization and maintenance of these plants. 

The Department of the Army supports the basic principle that 
free-competitive enterprise should be fostered by the Government. 
Therefore, the Army sets up its own industrial plants only when pri- 
vate enterprise is unable or unwilling to perform the services or 
provide the products to meet current and mobilization requirements, 
or when for security, safety or other reasons Government ownership 
of the plant is essential. 

Where new Government-financed industrial facilities are required 

they will be provided only to the extent necessary to meet current 
procurement requirements or to provide a minimum base for meeting 
the combat- rouprumpion requirements of a limited war. 

Prior to providing Government-owned industrial facilities for the 
production of new weapons or for the expansion of production for 
existing weapons, efforts are made in all cases to utilize existing facili- 
ties, Government. ow ned or privately owned, to the fullest possible 
extent. 

There is a close interchange of information within and between the 
services in an effort to make maximum utilization of existing Govern- 
ment-owned facilities. 

By way of example, the Army recently obtained a reserve jet engine 
plant in Michigan from the Navy which is now being used in “the 
Army’s Redstone and Jupiter missile program. 

We converted a former Quartermaster Depot into what is now our 
Charlotte Ordnance Missile Plant. 

The Radford Arsenal at Radford, Va., and the Longhorn Ordnance 
Works at Marshall, Tex., have been converted to production of missile 
propellants. 

As I mentioned previously, Government facilities are acquired and 
retained only to the extent necessary to meet current procurement 
requirements and to provide a minimum mobilization base. 

At this point, I would like to give you a brief résumé of the policy 
followed by the Army in the establishment and maintenance of the 
production base and some information as to the number and value of 
Government plants currently under Army control. 

The objective of the Department of the Army industrial mobiliza- 
tion planning is to support approved war plans. This planning is 
closely integrated with current procurement to insure the most orderly 
and expeditious transition from current production to mobilization 
levels. 

In planning for emergency production, the basic consideration of 
course is to provide production ¢ apability to meet computed end item 
requirements in support of war plans. 
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Under present planning concepts we now consider two possible war 
patterns: first, a general war, with severe damage being inflicted on 
the United States production base and; second, a limited war of 
indefinite length which does not anticipate an attack on the United 
States and which is limited with respect to the area of conflict and 
weapons used. 

In the past, mobilization planning was based on achieving an 
optimum balance between reserve stocks and production facilities in 
being with more emphasis on the latter. 

This policy developed from experience which proved that it was 
more efficient and economical to establish and maintain reserve produc- 
tion capacity for long-lead time items than to invest in large stockpiles 
of these items which are so susceptible to obsolescence and deteri- 
oration. 

Such planning is no longer considered valid. World events and the 
shape of future wars precludes reliance on time for preparation as we 
have in the past. Main reliance must be placed on stocks on hand and 
secondary reliance on a highly responsive portion of the production 
base. 

In a general war the possibility exists that our American industry 
could be so severely damaged that no reliance can be placed on its 
production capacity for specific items for a considerable time after the 
initiation of hostilities. 

In a limited war our forces must be capable of reacting in a very 
short time, and intense combat may develop in the early stages. 

Once again, main reliance must be placed on stocks on hand, and 
secondly, on a highly responsive portion of the mobilization base to 
quickly replace stocks consumed in order not to impair our capability 
to meet a general war. 

Accordingly, the mobilization base policy has been revised to pro- 
vide for the establishment and maintenance in a high state of readi- 
ness of a laid away production base which, together with the active 
portion of the base, would support the combat consumption rate of a 
limited war. 

The policy also provides that those additional facilities already in 
being and required for combat support of United States forces to be 
mobilized for a general war will be retained in a low state of readi- 
ness. They will be retained at the lowest cost of maintenance until 
the materiel they produce becomes obsolete, rehabilitation costs ap- 
pear excessive, or other considerations dictate their disposal. 

The Army’s mobilization base is composed of Government-owned 
industrial plants and arsenals, production equipment, and private 
industrial facilities. In any emergency primary reliance will be on 
private industry to provide the major portion of productive capacity 
required for war production. 

With respect to the Government-owned industrial plants in this 
production base, the Army has retained some 74 plants for this pur- 
pose; 36 of these are active in varying degrees whereas the remaining 
38 are inactive or in caretaker status. 

Of this 74 total, 62 are under the control of the Ordnance Corps. 
Over half of these ordnance plants, 35 to be exact, are engaged in 
or reserved for the ammunition program. The remaining 27 ord- 
nance plants are for the following purposes: 6 are in the missile pro- 
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ram; 11 in the tank-automotive program; and 10 in the weapons and 
fire-control program. 

The Army’s other 12 plants in the production base are under con- 
trol of the Chemical Corps (9), Signal Corps (2), and Quartermaster 
Corps (1). 

Of the 36 active plants, 17 are Army operated and 19 are con- 
tractor operated. These active plants have a total acquisition cost 
of $1.071 billion and an estimated replacement value of $3.677 bil- 
lion. The annual maintenance cost of the inactive portions of these 
plants is $13.9 million. 

As for the 38 inactive plants, plans are that if and when they are 
activated, 4 will be Army operated and 34 are to be contractor oper- 
ated. 

These inactive plants have a total acquisition cost of $1.045 billion 
and an estimated replacement value of $3.861 billion. The annual 
maintenance cost of these plants is $28.4 million. 

In addition to the 74 plants in the production base, the Army still 
has under its control a total of 17 plants which have been declared 
excess to the needs of the Army and are now in process of being dis- 
posed of by the Army. 

These excess plants have a total acquisition cost of $189 million 
and an estimated replacement value of $685 million. The annual 
maintenance cost of these plants is $651,515. Five of these plants are 
leased and no maintenance expense is involved. 

The idle production plants are reviewed continuously to determine 
whether the item to be produced may become obsolescent in the light 
of new developments. 

In the case of obsolescent items, the plant is considered for conver- 
sion to production of the new item or other items having a shortage 
in needed production capacity. If not suitable for such purposes, the 
plant is then declared excess. 

In addition, an annual report is submitted to the Office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense setting forth the status and condition of each plant 
under Army control. 

In your memorandum of September 22, 1958, Mr. Chairman, you 
listed certain information you desired be made available to the sub- 
committee with respect to several categories of Government-owned in- 
dustrial plants. This information has been compiled by the Army 
and was recently forwarded to the subcommittee. 

I have noted from the subcommittee’s second report and the memo- 
randum of September 22 just mentioned, that particular interest was 
shown in the leasing of Government-owned plants and the extent to 
which Government plants are constructed on privately owned land. 

I would like to discuss briefly the Army’s policy on these matters. 

It is the Army’s desire and objective to lease any of its idle produc- 
tion plants or portions thereof whenever possible. The successful 
Jeasing of a plant accomplishes two purposes: 

First, the Army is relieved of the cost of maintaining the plant and 
there is a possibility of providing a return to the Treasury ; and 

Second, operation of the plant benefits the local economy. 

In the leasing of real property, the Department of the Army obtains 
the maximum competition practicable prior to seeking the necessary 
approvals and entering into the lease agreements. 
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The resulting lease may provide for the maintenance, protection, 
repair, or restoration by t the lessee as part or all of the considerations 
for the lease. 

In all cases, the lease consideration provides for fair market rental 
value. It must be kept in mind, however, that many of the Army’s 
plants such as the loading, explosiv e, and propellant plants have little 
application for civilian production. 

Of the Army’s 91 industrial installations, 55 have portions, and in 
a few cases all, of the facilities outleased for private or commercial 
purposes, bringing an annual minimum rental income to the Govern- 
ment of $4.3 million based on all types of leases in effect August 30, 
1958. 

In addition to this rental income to the United States Treasury, the 
Army receives significant additional services of security and mainte- 
nance. 

During fiscal year 1958, for industrial-type outleases only, the an- 
nual savings in maintenance cost to the Government was valued at 
approximately $3.5 million over and above the $3.5 million cash income 
received from these industrial-type outleases. 

With respect to construction of Government facilities on privately 
owned land, the Army avoids this whenever possible and takes such 

action only when the most compelling reasons exist. 

The eight Government-owned facilities presently under Army con- 
trol which are located on private land were constructed under emer- 
gency conditions in World War II and the Korean war. Of these 8, 
only 4 are manufacturing facilities. The remaining 4 consist of 1 
research and dev elopment laboratory and 3 testing facilities. 

The Army has recently declared 2 of the 4 manufacturi ing facilities 
as excess to its needs and they are in process of disposal. 

In the case of the other two plants, negotiations are underway to 
acquire the land. 

In closing, I would like to reemphasize that it is the policy of the 
Department of the Army to place main reliance on civilian industry 
to meet its current and mobilization production requirements. 

We resort to the establishment of Government-owned facilities only 
when it becomes evident that this is necessary to meet essential mili- 
tary requirements. 

A basic objective in all such determinations is to meet these require- 
ments at the lowest out-of-pocket cost to the Government. 

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 

I have with me ‘today Brig. Gen. FE J. MeMorrow, Chief of the 
Industrial Division of the Office, Chief of Ordnance, and Colonel 
Gibbons, from the Office of the Chief Chemical Officer. 

We will be pleased to discuss this subject further in such detail as 
the subcommittee may desire. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héperv. Thank you very much, General. 

There is one question I want to ask, either of you or the Secretary. 
In connection with the standby plants, relative to tank engines, it is 
my understanding you have a standby plant at Michoud which is 
costing approximately $1 million a year. 

Secretary Hicerns. That is the Michoud plant down in Louisiana. 

Mr. Héserr. That plant has been on a standby basis for at least 5 
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or 6 years, which means about 5 or 6 million dollars of Government 
money, to maintain a tank engine plant, an engine design which I 
understand is becoming antiquated or obsolete. Do you have any 
comment on that ? 

Secretary Hicerns. General Engler. 

General Encuer. I do,sir. In answer to your question, Mr. Chair- 
man, at the present time the annual cost of upkeep of the Michoud 
plant is $579,000 a year. I think at one point in time it was greater 
than that, and we have been successful in reducing the cost. 

However, as the result of recent review of our requirements we 
have made the decision that it is no longer necessary to retain the 
engine production facilities at the Michoud plant. And we are cur- 
rently in the process of moving the production equipment out of 
Michoud and stor ing it or putting it to other purposes. 

The plant itself is currently being evaluated by the various agencies 
in the Department of Defense to determine whether or not it is ‘poten- 
tially usable for some other important program in the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. Héserr. Well, wouldn’t it follow—being so close to Redstone 
Arsenal—that it could be worked into the missile program, to salvage 
such an expensive plant as Michoud ? 

General Eneter. It is located relatively close to Redstone, sir, and 
the Missile Command and its people have made a quite comprehensive 
evaluation of the facility to determine wherein it might be put to 
work in the missile program. 

At the present time, it does not appear that there is any current 
requirement that would justify the use of that very large facility, sir. 

Mr. Heézert. Then your intent, then, is to close it out or lease it out ? 

General Eneter. Our intent now, sir, is to complete our review 
within the Army of the plant, to determine whether there is any pro- 
gram in which that plant would fit, and then, of course, to provide an 
opportunity to both the Navy and the Air Force to make a determina- 
tion as to whether they have any use for that particular facility. If 
the three services determine that they have no use for it we would 
then—it would then be declared excess by the Department of Defense 
and turned over to the General Services Administration for disposal 
action, sir. 

Mr. Heéserr. I think that plant is an excellent example of waste. 
If you review the history of Michoud, you will see that the Govern- 
ment owned it, turned it over to the State of Louisiana, and then 
bought it back. What did you have to pay to get it back? 

General Enorer. The facility was taken back from the Board of 
Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans, sir, at the outset of Korea, 
and initially taken over on a leasehold condemnation by the Corps of 
Engineers. I am not sure that the cost of acquiring that facility has 
been settled yet. It was necessary that it would go to the courts under 
that type of takeover. Maybe General McMorrow might add to this. 

But I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, at the time the facility was 
acquired, we had a critical shortage of the particular engine which it 
manufactured. It manufactures the engine that is used not only in 
the medium tank, but in the family of combat vehicles that use that 
particular powerplant. And at the time that we were attempting to 
get production facilities during Korea that would be required to meet 
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the directive with regard to establishing capacity against the possi- 
bility of an all-out war, it was absolutely necessary that we have 
additional production capacity in very short order. Because of this 
urgent requirement, the Michoud plant was brought into being. 

An engine requirement, Mr. Chairman, is particularly critical be- 
cause you not only must have engines for the manufacture of the 
vehicles themselves, but you also must have engines in order to provide 
replacements in order to keep your existing equipment operational 
in the field. 

So I am satisfied, sir, that at the time the plant was acquired, it was 
acquired only because there was a fully justified need for that capacity. 

Mr. Héperr. But the point I make is that the Government originally 
owned the plant and built the plant. 

General Enaurr. Yes, sir. I am not certain of my past history, sir, 
because I believe initially it was an Air Force plant built during 
World War II. 

Mr. Héserr. It was built for the Higgins company—no relation to 
the Secretary. 

General Enotrr. Yes, sir. I understand, sir. Then after the war 
it was turned over the the board of commissioners of the port of New 
Orleans. 

Mr. Héeert. For nothing. Is that correct? 

General Enorer. I am not certain, sir. Up to the point we became 
interested in it 

Mr. Hesert. I think the record should show that, because I think 
that is a classic example of what we are talking about and what the 
committee is interested in and concerned with. This plant was con- 
structed at Government expense. Then it was turned over, it is my 
recollection, to the Port Authority of New Orleans, at no cost. The 
whole Michoud area, that is. And then subsequently, as you say, after 
the Korean outbreak, the Government then went back in and had to 
buy back what it had given up for nothing. There was litigation in 
the Federal courts, lasting over a period of many, many months. And 
I would like for you to supply for the record exactly what the court 
decision was and how much it cost the Government to get that plant 
back. 

General Enatrr. Very well, sir. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 





HIsToRY OF THE ACQUISITION AND UTILIZATION OF MICHOUD ORDNANCE PLANT, 
NEW ORLEANS, LA, 


The Michoud Ordnance Plant, formerly Plancor No. 1569, is located on old 
U. S. Highway 90, in Orleans Parish, La., approximately 13 miles east of down- 
town New Orleans. The land on which this plant is located, consisting of 1,075.22 
acres, was initially acquired by the United States Maritime Commission in 1942 
at a cost of $107,500 for the purpose of building a shipyard to construct steel 
eargo ships for defense purposes. The ships were to be constructed by an as- 
sembly-line technique, the assembly line being a canal along which the ships were 
to be moved as construction progressed. 

At the time of acquisition the site consisted of vacant land which was low, 
marshy and subject to tidal overflow. In order to render this land suitable for 
a shipbuilding plant, it became necessary to raise its elevation to protect the site 
from excessive flooding. The land was filled and graded by the Government 
in early 1942 and completed about 1 year later. 

In the spring and summer of 1942 the Defense Plant Corporation and Higgins 
Corp. began construction of the ship plant. However, this project was soon 
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abandoned as being impractical. The construction contract was canceled, but 
only after the contractor had driven considerable piling into the ground, accord- 
ing to the pattern of structures planned for the shipbuilding plant. It was then 
decided to convert the site for the construction of an aircraft plant instead. This 
was accomplished through an arrangement whereby the United States Maritime 
Commission leased the land to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and, in 
conjunction with the Defense Plant Corporation, construction of the aircraft 
plant commenced in January 1943 and was completed in March 1944. The 
Higgins Corp., later known as Higgins Aircraft and Higgins, Inc., obtained a 
contract from the Government to build wooden plywood cargo airplanes at the 
plant. 

According to information furnished by the General Services Administration 
contained in the SYB5 report, dated June 17, 1946, submitted to the War Assets 
Administration by the owning agency, it appears that the cost of the entire plant, 
including land and improvements made thereto, amounted to $23,389,000. The 
principal buildings and structures included, among others, the following: 

1. A two-story administration building measuring 50 by 837 feet. 

2. A two-story engineering building, 50 feet in width and 1,157 feet in 
length. 

3. A one-story main manufacturing building, measuring 1,682 feet east and 
west, and 540 feet north and south, with ceiling height ranging from 48 
to 55 feet. 

4. Flight hangar building, one-story, measuring 40 by 501 feet, with ceiling 
height of 56 feet. 

5. Hammer building, 1-story, measuring 100 by 283 feet, with ceiling 
height of 36 feet. 

6. Dry-kiln building, 176 by 141 feet, 1-story in height. 

7. Rough-lumber-storage building, 1-story, measuring 338 by 102 feet, with 
a ceiling height of 24 feet. 

8. Paint-storage building, 1-story, measuring 75 by 75 feet. 

9. Sewage-disposal building and plant located on 5 acres of land. The 
plant building is a 1-story structure, 34 feet long, 28 feet in width, and with 
a ceiling height of 10 feet. 

10. Boilerhouse, a 1-story structure measuring 158 by 105 feet. 

11. Warehouse B, a 1-story structure, measuring 77 by 160 feet. 

12. Veneer mill. 

13. Lumber mill. 

Subsequent to completion of this plant, a small portion of the property was 
sold to the Higgins Corp., under the circumstances described later, which re- 
duced the size of the plant site from 1,075.22 to 1,000.22 acres. Roughly, this 
remaining land area consisted of the following: 


1. Acreage included in Intracoastal Canal right-of-way___-___________ 94. 06 
2. Acreage included in Michoud slip at west end of the property______-- 29. 70 
8. Acreage in levees area and borrow-pit areas, less acreage attributable 
to buildings_______ Bier iat ep eater cela ce ele whid Gath NF eid a entihis Sais ehes then bs 61. 53 
ie II ah pie cntinhomiemntninmndeneneccbae 36. 69 
5. Acreage outside the levee on the Intracoastal and Michoud Canals__. 54. 00 
ea a NE mereeemees 168. 78 
7. All other acreage (open area) ___------_-____- Pcs hiplden tdi ata cen akeadven 555. 46 
TE resis bl Ere beinslennntn died emmnerinie binberdsisies 1, 000. 22 


In 1946, after World War II, the owning agency reported the plant surplus 
and turned it over to the War Assets Administration for disposal. Although 
availability of the plant for sale was extensively advertised on a nationwide 
scale, no purchasers were found. Previous to this advertising, the Board of 
Commissioners of New Orleans expressed an interest in acquiring title and 
ownership of the facility. The board, however, had no funds with which to 
purchase the property, nor was it permitted by law to incur any financial obliga- 
tion in the acquisition of the facility. In view of this, the board had proposed 
that the plant be conveyed to it in consideration of the payment to the Govern- 
ment over a period of 10 years the net rents to be derived from the property, 
such payments to continue until the full purchase price of $6 million was paid, 
or, until the expiration of 10 years, whichever occurred first. In making this 
proposal, the board emphasized it had no intention of making any profit or 
realizing any benefit from the purchase, but desired to acquire the property 
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solely for the development of its port facilities, so that it could lease the build- 
ings to private industry, thereby promoting greater industrial activity in the 
area. This, the board felt, would eventually accrue great benefits to the State 
of Louisiana, the city of New Orleans and to the port of New Orleans, and would 
provide employment for a large number of persons. The proposal had not been 
accepted by the Government however and the plant was advertised for sale 
as indicated above. 

On September 19 and 20, 1947, a severe hurricane struck this plant and the 
city of New Orleans. In the flat area of the plant site, at that time unprotected 
by levees, the salt water from Lake Borgne and the water from nearby bayous 
swept the plant site and flooded the buildings with water to a depth of 3 to 4 
feet. The salt water caused extensive damage to the plant, its machinery and 
equipment. 

On November 28, 1947, the Government sold the plant in its then deteriorated 
and damaged condition to the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New 
Orleans. Title to the property was conveyed by the United States of America 
and the Reconstruction Finance Corporaiton, acting by and through the War 
Assets Administration, pursuant to the authority provided by the Surplus Prop- 
erty Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 765). Under the terms of the sale, the board of com- 
missioners became obligated to pay the Government the sum of $9,506,541, 
payable out of net rents, revenues, proceeds and other emoluments derived from 
the property during a period of 15 years from the date of conveyance or until 
the purchase price was paid in full, whichever date occurred first. Under the 
terms of the transfer the unencumbered title to the property would have vested 
in the board upon expiration of the 15-year period, or sooner, in the event the 
~ rents derived from the property and paid to the Government amounted to 

9,506.541. 

The Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans assumed ownership 
of the property under the transfer and remained in possession thereof for 
approximately 4 years. During that time, it appears that results of the board’s 
efforts to rent the buildings to private tenants were not too successful. By 
1951, only one-third of the available space in the buildings and about 6 acres 
of land were rented to and occupied by approximately 35 tenants engaged in 
various industrial enterprises. The remainder of the plant remained idle and 
unoccupied. 

In 1951 the Government reacquired the property at the request of the Depart- 
ment of the Army, in order to provide the Ordnance Corps with the necessary 
facilities in support of the Chrysler Corp., a prime contractor of the Gov- 
ernment, in connection with the production of medium tank engines. The land 
involved in this latest acquisition was the 1,000.22 acres previously described 
During the period of its ownership, on March 10, 1948, the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the Port of New Orleans had sold 75 acres of the land to Higgins, 
Ine. This 75-acre tract, together with the veneer mill and sawmill plant lo- 
cated thereon, was sold for the sum of $400,000, payable $80,000 in cash and the 
balance in 40 quarter-annual installments of $1,000 each. 

The Government’s reacquisition of the Michoud plant has been accomplished 
by condemnation proceedings instituted by the Attorney General of the United 
States on April 20, 1951, at the request of the Secretary of the Army, to acquire 
a leasehold estate in the property for exclusive use and occupancy for a term of 
years, with the right to continue such occupancy for annual periods thereafter 
until June 30, 1975. The proceeding, designated as No. 698 Miscellaneous 
Docket, has been instituted and is still pending in the United States District 
Court, Eastern District of Louisiana, New Orleans Division. A declaration 
of taking to acquire the leasehold estate was filed in the proceeding on the above 
date, and on April 20, 1951, the court issued an order awarding the Govern- 
ment immediately possession of the plant, except for the portions thereof then 
eccupied by various tenants of the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New 
Orleans. Actually, possession was deferred by the Government until May 1, 
1951. 

Later, it was administratively determined to acquire also the interest of the 
various tenants and, in addition, all the right, title, and interest of the Board of 
Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans, in and to the Michoud facilities. Ac- 
cordingly, a declaration of taking was signed by the Secretary of the Army on 
January 25, 1952, so as to acquire all right, title, and interest of the various 
lessees and tenantss occupying space in the Michoud Industrial Facilities. On 
November 12, 1952, a further declaration of taking was signed by the Secretary 
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of the Army and filed in the proceeding on December 23, 1952, whereby the 
Government acquired all the right, title, and interest of the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the Port of New Orleans, in and to the property known as the Michoud 
Industrial Facilities, New Orleans, La., as set forth in schedule A annexed to 
the declaration of taking. 

Since the date of possession of the plant by the Government under the court 
order, the Department of the Army has rehabilitated the plant in support of the 
Chrysler Corp., as explained above, and has expanded the existing facilities. 
New construction has been added and machinery, tools, and production equip- 
ment have been installed by the Government. Since May 1, 1951, the Govern- 
ment has expended approximately $75,454,000 in rehabilitating and expanding 
this plant for the production of tank engines. Of this $75 million expenditure, 
approximately $50 million was for production equipment. This equipment is 
now being reviewed for redistribution to other production uses, assignment to the 
production equipment reserve, transfer to other military departments, or other- 
wise disposed of. Action has already been started to remove this equipment 
for these purposes. 

Inasmuch as the condemnation proceedings have not yet been finally de- 
termined, it is not known at this time the exact amount of money the Gov- 
ernment must pay to the Board of Commissioners of the Port of New Orleans 
and to their tenants as just compensation for the taking of the property. In 
order to ascertain the amount to be paid, the court has appointed three com- 
missioners to hear the evidence and determine the issue of just compensation. 
These commissioners have heard the evidence and on July 21, 1958, filed in the 
proceeding their report as required by the court. 

The court commissioners appointed by the court have made their findings as 
to the just compensation that the Government must pay on account of the 
Government’s taking of the above property. The commissioners awarded $14,- 
333,234 for the fee title, $703,285 for the value of the tenants’ leases, and $2,- 
260.911 for the rental for the unleased portion of the property from May 1, 1951, 
to December 23, 1952. 

If the report of the court commissioners is approved by the court, and judg- 
ment against the Government is entered thereon in the amounts awarded by 
the court commissioners, the Government will be required to pay the amounts 
indicated above as just compensation for the taking of the above property. 

The Department of Justice informed the Chief of Engineers on November 28, 
1958, that objections of the United States to the report of the commissioners 
were filed in the proceedings on November 7, 1958. In all likelihood, the De- 
partment of Justice will file an appeal in the event the court renders a decision 
approving the above awards. 

Inasmuch as the Department of the Army was not the owning agency of this 
facility prior to April 20, 1951, the information and data with respect to the 
early history of this plant were not available in Army records and had to be ob- 
tained from other sources. Most of this information has been obtained from 
the report of the commissioners appointed by the court to determine the issue 
of just compensation and from the legal brief of the United States attorney 
submitted to the court in opposition to the findings and awards of the com- 
missioners. 


Mr. Hésertr. Then it was up to, I understand, a ae least 
you brought it down now to almost $600,000 a ye for a standby 
plant. We are interested to know if this is typic al of other plants 
that have been closed down over the country. 

Now, are you building any new plants at Redstone Arsenal ? 

Mr. Cunnrnenam. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question about that 
plant at New Orleans, just one question ¢ 

Mr. Héserr. Yes, surely. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Was this turned back under an act of of Con- 
gress through a bill that passed ? 

General Encuer. Turned back 

Mr. Cunnincuam. To the port authority when it was given to 
them fornothing? Wasthat by act of Congress? 

General Enaurr. I don’t know. 
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Mr. Cunnrnauam. Didn’t someone from Louisiana introduce a bill ? 

Mr. Hépert. No, sir. 

Mr. Cunninouam. That is customary, you know throughout the 
country. I just wondered how you got it for nothing. 

Mr. Héserr. We have ways in New Orleans of doing these things. 
It is my district. That is not the-reason I am objecting to it. I am 
objecting to it on the basis of Government funds. 

Mr. CunntnGuam. Who was responsible for giving it? 

Mr. Héserr. It was my recollection that the Army just turned it 
back as a standby, of course. 

Mr. CunnineHam. When you say “turned it back,” did they give 
a deed to it ? 

General Encier. Not the Army. The Army didn’t have this plant 
during World War II. 

Mr. Héserr. It was an Air Force plant? 

General Encier. An Air Force plant. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, if there were not an act of Congress 
passed—wouldn’t there have to be a consideration for the turning 
over of that plant. 

Mr. Hesert. There may have been a nominal sum. I used the 
word “nothing” very loosely. Probably it was a very slight con- 
sideration, I am sure. And then the Government had to go back 
and reacquire the plant. The port authority, which had acquired 
it for nothing and, as I say, using the word “nothing” loosely, then had 
litigation for over a year in the Federal court. I don’t know how many 
millions of dollars the Government now has to pay back for that 
which they constructed. 

Mr. Osmers. In the only similar case that I know, affecting a large 
Navy installation in my own district, the General Services Admin- 
istration was given the task of disposing of it, and they took a very 
long time and a very exhaustive advertising and bid procedure. They 
were disappointed in the final price which they received. But it 
wasn’t any fault of theirs. They got the very best price that they 
possibly could get for it. I don’t ‘know how Government property 
can be given to the New Orleans Port Authority or anybody else 
without an act of Congress, unless it was submitted to a competitive 
bidding procedure. And I think that might bear some looking into. 

Mr. Heénerr. I would like to know the official histor y of it, myself. 
Because in this particular plant, it was leased out to private industry 
and private industry then had to move out. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, I think I can clarify the situation 
somewhat. 

I am not sure of the time when this property was disposed of by 
the Government. But there were a series of acts, the first, known as 
the Surplus Property Act, Disposal Act, which had varying methods 
of disposing of Government property, declared surplus and excess to 
the needs of the Government. One provision of this act, permitted 
the Government under conditions stated in the act, to turn over 
surplus property to public bodies—States, counties, cities, and other 
public bodies. I would presume from that that the port authority 
would qualify under that act, and to acquire title to it virtually by 
gift from the Government. 

Mr. Hénertr. As I say—I used the word “nothing” very loosely. 
There may have been some token payment. 
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Mr. Osmers. But, Mr. Chairman, I will go to another case, the case 
of Port Newark, which is not in my district, but located near there. 
It was built by the United States Government during World War I. 
Through a series of changes—first the city of Newark, and I think I 
had something to do with the legislation, made this port available to 
the Port of New York Authority, which I assume 1s similar to the 
New Orleans Port Authority. Every step of that road had to be 
carefully legislated and at all times. If I remember correctly, the 
Government has the right of recapture in connection with that 
particular port facility, which I believe they can come in right now 
and take. Now maybe there will have to be given consideration to the 
improvements made, but not original cost. 

Mr. Courtney. The original Surplus Property Act was very broad 
and very generous, and modified from time to time to the present act 
which vests the authority for disposal under certain conditions in the 
act in the General Services Administration. So you would not have 
under existing law the conditions that prevailed at the time this plant 
was disposed of. 

Secretary Hicerns. I would like to suggest that, Mr. Chairman. 
Let us present for the record, to clear the air here, this entire trans- 
action. 

I would just like to add this comment from my own experience with 
the Michoud plant. 

Five years ago yesterday I came on this job. Every year during 
that time I have had a meeting or two on the Michoud plant, as to, 
one, whether or not it shouldn’t be declared excess, et two, if it 
should not be declared excess, to show cause why we should pay the 
apbop costs on it each year. Up until the time we took the action 
cited by General Engler here to dispose of this plant, my studies 
brought out that we Fad one other facility to reales the series of 
engines that this plant was tooled to make. This gets back to the 
part of my statement there where I say sometimes it takes the wisdom 
of Solomon just to know what to do here. 

The way it is now we should have closed the plant 2 years ago, let’s 
say. But at that time we didn’t have the mobilization base. We 
didn’t have the assurance that we would not need tanks in the great 
numbers we needed then. In the wisdom of the best professional 
advice I could get each one of these years, and I assure you that this 
has been examined very carefully by my office, we went along with 
the maintenance of that plant purely for the security reason, up until 
the time we took this action here? 

Nearly a year ago—6 or 8 months ago, we decided to dismantle the 
plant, make the machine tools available for all three services wher- 
ever they can be best used, then examine our requirements for use of 
that great structure down there. At the end of that study if we can’t 
find use for it, why then we will put it up for surplus. That has been 
my experience with it. 

Mr. Héserr. Of course, I hope that you will take cognizance of what 
the Government had to pay for that plant in disposing of it, if it is 
declared surplus, in an effort to recapture at least some of that money. 

Secretary Hicarns. Well, I am sure that General Services Adminis- 
tration, whose job it is to dispose of these plants 
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Mr. Hésert. That is not your problem ? 

Secretary Hicerns. No, sir. But we are certainly interested in get- 
ting every bottom dollar for the taxpayer we can in this thing. But 
we do not have the cognizance of the property disposal of these insti- 
tutions. This is done by the General Services Administration. 

Mr. Hésert. Now, the question I asked you, General. Are you 
building any new facilities at Redstone? 

General Enorer. We are not building any industrial, that is any 

roduction facilities as such, Mr. Chairman. We are building at 

edstone certain buildings for the purpose of creating necessary test 
laboratories at the facility to improve the situation with regard to 
taking care of their engineering staff and to provide them certain in- 
house capability for static testing of missiles. But these are not 
industrial production facilities, sir. 

Mr. Hépsert. Has the Army let any contracts for the production of 
missiles growing out of the Redstone operation ? 

General Encier. We have let contracts for the production of quite 
a few missiles growing out of the Redstone operation, Mr. Chairman. 
We have, of course, let contracts for the production of the Redstone 
and Jupiter. And as I cited in my statement, this is a contract with 
Chrysler, and they are using the jet engine plant in Detroit. 

As the principal direct result of the Redstone development effort, 
Redstone Arsenal is also the home of the Missile Command, sir, and 
therefore has cognizance of all of our rockets and guided missiles that 
are produced across the country. They are the management agency 
for that, sir. 

Mr. Héeerr. Does the Army in its arsenal system engage in produc- 
tion itself? 

General Enetrr. Insofar as the arsenal system is concerned, our 
basic concept is that in order for us to carry out our job of producing 
the munitions of war, we must have a certain amount of technical 
in-house competence. We must have that. We must be able to inter- 
pret the user’s requirement in technical language to the development 
contractor. We must be able to evaluate the proposals and the work 
of the development contractor. We must be able to supervise the 
preparation of the product engineering and the specifications, so that 
we are satisfied that those are in such form that they can be used to the 
best advantage of the Government. 

We must review engineering changes to make sure there is a need 
for those changes and that the changes will correct whatever is 
necessary. 

We must also have the ability to preserve or create and preserve 
sufficient technical know-how so that in the event of a mobilization 
we can educate the industrial contractors into production, those which 
are not in production. 

Now, in order to attain and retain this technical competence, we feel 
that it is essential that these technicians are able to work on the product 
for which they are responsible. In order to work on the product, we 
do in our arsenals varying degrees of manufacturing work. We build 
mockups of models of military equipment. We build metal proto- 
types for test purposes. We may operate pilot lines in our arsenals, 
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in order to finalize the product engineering before we go out to in- 
dustry. But the arsenals provide the workshop so that our technicians 
can attain and retain the technical competence and knowledge which 
they require. 

As a specific example, sir, we are currently starting off with the new 
M-14 rifle. Springfield, one of our arsenals, is engaged in this—they 
developed the rifle. They are engaged in ope rating ‘i pilot line. That 
pilot line which is operating at a ‘low, but efficient production rate, will 
give them the knowledge to finalize the product engineering and pre- 
pare the specifications. 

We are then proposing to go out to industry with those specifica- 
tions and get competition from industry for the volume production of 
these rifles. 

This is just one item, but it is an indication of how an arsenal is used 
from a pilot line status to the point of bringing in supporting indus- 
tries. 

Mr. Hepserr. My question was in the arsenal system, does the Army 
engage in the actual production of the weapon on the basis or the scale 
as indicated by the Jupiter or the Redstone contract to Chrysler ¢ 

General ENGier. We don’t engage in volume production of a 
weapon, sir. In other words, in the case of the Jupiter and Redstone, 
at Redstone Arsenal, at the Missile Command, they manufactured a 
number of those two types of missiles in order to carry it through 
devélopment and get it to the point of product engineering. 

The volume production is the responsibility of Chrysler at the plant 
in Detroit. So here is another example to illustrate that we do not 
put our arsenals, and these are our technical arsenals, in volume 
production. 

However, in order to clarify the air, I must immediately indicate 
that in the case of loading plants and explosive works, some of which 
have the name arsenal tagged to them—they are not in this same sense 
anarsenal. They are strictly a manufacturing facility, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. On Government operation / 

General Encirer. They are in the main Government-owned, con- 
tractor-operated facilities, sir. 

Mr. Heserr. You mean the Government-owned facility ? 

General Encier. The Government owns the facility, but the facil- 
ities are operated by contractors, sir. 

Mr. Heperr. The point of the question that I asked you—as an 
example: Here is an identical plant at Michoud that cost. millions of 
dollars, erected by the Government. I asked you whether the arsenal 
system engaged in production? Because if it did engage in produc- 
tion, why “let-a contract, why not utilize an existing facility that is 
costing $600,000 at the moment just to maintain it in a caretaker’s 
status ¢ 

General Eneuer. Basically, sir, we engage industry to produce those 
items for which they have the capability to produce. They have the 
basic capability to produce. And where the requirement is such that 
an arsenal or a Government facility would not be able to meet the total 
requirement. In other words, where there is a high volume require- 
ment and you have the basic capibility within industry, we use indus- 
try for that type of production. 
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Now, where it is necessary to construct a new facility or engage in a 
costly modification of an existing facility, either in industry or in 
the Government, we will explore to the fullest, the available Govern- 
rae 3 owned facilities and attempt to use the Government-owned 

facilities before engaging in the building of a new facility. 

Mr. Hénerr. Now take this specific case. Because I still insist that 
it is a classic example. When Chrysler got the contract for the Red- 
stone and the Jupiter it had to modify its engine equipment, didn’t it, 
to manufacture those missiles ¢ 

General Eneier. Basically, sir, the facility which was provided to 
Chrysler was the brick and mortar that was there—the utilities and 
such as that, but the production equipment that was required was 
entirely different than the production equipment that was necessary 
for the manufacture of the jet engines. 

There may have been a certain amount of general purpose type 
machine tool equipment that was saved and utilized. We utilized all 
we could. But in the main you have a different type of item which 
requires specialized type of equipment. 

Mr. Hénerr. Now this building in which the missiles are being pro- 
duced by Chrysler: Is that a Government-owned facility ? 

General Encier. That is a Government-owned facility. 

Mr. Heénerr. So then you did utilize a Government-owned facility / 

General Eneier. Yes, sir, we did. 

Mr. Hiserr. You have answered my question. 

General ENGLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Heserr. Because the Michoud plant was operated by Chrysler. 

General Encixzr. It was, sir. May I comment with regard to that, 
sir? 

Mr. H&eerr. Certainly. 

General ENGurr. At the time we determined we needed ah engine 

racility, we scoured the complete United States in an attempt to find 
a v buil ding in order to avoid the construction of a new facility. And 
as a result of our search, we did locate this facility at Michoud, which 
at the time was only being used, I think, by a number of contractors 
for warehousing purposes. It was not in any kind of an industrial 
operation. 

Mr. Héserr. Oh, yes, it was. Quite a number of tenants in there. 

General ENGL er. There were quite a number of tenants in there. 

Mr. Hebert. Manufacturing tenants. 

General Enever. There were quite a number of tenants in there, 
Mr. Chairman. It was my understanding that it was primarily being 
used to store products, commercial products, in the facility. 

Mr. Heéverr. That is not quite the situation. 

General Encurer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Hess, have you any questions ¢ 

Mr. Hess. No. 

Secretary Hicerns. Mr. Chairman, may I just make a general com- 
ment on the arsenal system, since it has come up here. 

I ama very strong believer in the Army’s arsenal system. And this 
is our policy. We have a new item coming out. There are no drawings 
on specifications available. It is necessary to make by hand, if you 
will, what we call first mockups, and then test instruments, and then 
engineering test instruments, to test these, find the weaknesses, modify, 
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find the weaknesses, until we feel that we have a weapon, and then we 
make drawings and specifications in the arsenal. 

Then we have a vehicle we can take out to industry and say: “Here 
is what we want, here is the drawing, and here are the specifications, 
and now it is ready to go into production.” 

Hence, the relation of the arsenal to the production. 

Now, there has been history where, in wartime, we would run these 
arsenals to the hilt, along with everything else, to get production in an 
emergency. But in peacetime, they are a repository of know-how 
and the beginning cycle of the work which eventually passes out to 
industry. 

Mr. Hépert. Well, where does the arsenal system of the Army differ 
from the Air Force situation, whereby they let out X number of 
dollars to a corporation, private industry, and say : “Take this, and you 
develop it, and you get this missile or this weapon out.” They have no 
control, except to look in it once in a while. 

Mr. Courtney, what do they call that system ? 

Mr. Courtnry. Weapons concept system. 

Mr. Hézert. Weapons concept system. 

Mr. Courtney. I don’t believe the Air Force has an arsenal system. 

Mr. Hésert. I know they don’t. 

And that is the committee’s concern, too, to find out whether this 
so-called weapons concept system is not removing from the super- 
vision of the cognizant service its production and just giving a blank 
check to industry. 

Now, I agree with you on the arsenal system. I think it is a fine 
system. I am just wondering what is wrong with the system that 
the Air Force didn’t adopt it. Of course, the Air Force will have 
to answer it. 

Mr. Courtnry. Dudley Sharp will be here in a couple of days. 

Mr. Hésert. All right, Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. No questions. 

Mr. Hézert. Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Secretary, is the San Jacinto ammonia works a part 
of the ammunition depot down there ? 

Secretary Hicerns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. That isa part of the ammunition depot ? 

Secretary Hicers. It is on the property; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bates. Now, what is going to happen to this? 

Secretary Hicerns. Well, I would like to get one of the detail folks 
here to answer that. 

Mr. H&ézert. Nobody from Texas here ? 

Mr. Bares. I thought we ought to go over this with rather close 
scrutiny, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Did he answer ? 

Mr. Bates. No. 

Mr. Hésert. Mr. Osmers 

Mr. Bates. He is getting the answer. 

Mr. Hészerr. Oh, he is getting the answer. 

General Eneter. Mr. Chairman, may we supply that answer, sir, 
with regard to the future disposition of it? I am not certain that we 
have it here—it is being outleased currently, sir. 
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Secretary Hicarns. My broad knowledge, Congressman Bates, is 
that it is surplus. 

But what the modus operandi is from here as to what we are going 
to do with it, this detail we will furnish to you. 

Mr. Bates. I am just wondering whether that is going to be an addi- 
tional cost to the Government over and above the bill that the Congress 
passed last year. I just wanted to know what the total figure of that 
transaction is going to be. 

Secretary Hicerns. Rightly so, sir. 

General Eneter. Sir, I have this information with regard to this 
facility. 

The installation is the San Jacinto ammonia works. It is currently 
leased to the San Jacinto Chemical Co., a division of Smith-Douglas 
Co., of Houston, Tex. 

Mr. Bates. I have that, General. 

General Eneter. Oh, you have that information ? 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

General Enotrr. This lease is on the basis that it may be terminated 
by the Government giving 30 days’ notice in the event of a national 
emergency and the lessee also may terminate at the end of 7 years. 

It is presently being used for the manufacture of anhydrous am- 
monia for commercial use. 

The facility has been declared excess to the Ordnance Corps require- 
ments, and is to be submitted in the near future to the Armed Services 
Committee for approval. 

It is my understanding that the anhydrous ammonia—that this par- 
ticular facility will not be included. However, I would like to find 
this out, to be sure, and advise you, sir. 

Mr. Bares. Well, you have a lease factor here, you know, where 
the Government can give 30 days’ notice in the event of a national 
emergency. 

I just wonder if they might run into a problem getting rid of that 
part of the property, too. 

Well, you put that in the record, will you, General ? 

General Eneter. We will; yes, sir. 

Secretary Hicarns. Yes, sir; we will take care of that. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


San JAcInTO AMMONIA Works, Houston, Tex. 


The San Jacinto ammonia works is a Government-owned facility designed 
and constructed for the production of anhydrous and aqua ammonia. It is 
located on about 33 acres of land which is a part of the San Jacinto Ordnance 
Depot which contains about 4,900 acres. The site borders close to the western 
perimeter of the reservation on the west on West Main Avenue and by Talcott 
Street on the north, which is about 1,200 feet from the northern perimeter of 
the reservation. The eastern border of the site is Benet Street and the southern 
border is Wadsworth Street. There are no depot improvements located on the 
site of the ammonia works. 

The lease contract with the San Jacinto Chemical Co. division of Smith- 
Douglas Co., Inc., provides for the supply to the lessee by the depot of domestic 
and fire water, fire protection, machine-shop service, rail switching service, 
and certain railroad trackage on a reimbursable basis. However, the lease 
further provides that “the Government shall be under no obligation to furnish 
utilities or services.” 

The San Jacinto ammonia works was declared excess to the needs of the 
Ordnance Corps in January 1958. The Corps of Engineers, after screening 
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the Department of Defense for any interest in acquisition without success, 
obtained agreement for disposal from the House subcommittee on September 23 
and from the Senate subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee on October 
17, 1958. The facility will be reported to General Services Administration in 
December 1958 if possible or in January 1959 at the latest. GSA has 1 year 
from the end of the quarter during which the facility was reported to them 
before it is obligated to take over accountability. Thus GSA must take ac 
countability either by January 1, 1960, or April 1, 1960. 

The surplus declaration of the San Jacinto ammonia works and the land 
pertaining, is separate and distinct from the current actions concerning. the 
San Jacinto Ordnance Depot. Since the western boundary of the depot reserva- 
tion runs along Penn City Road (a county road) which is parallel to and about 
100 feet from West Main Avenue, which is the western boundary of the ammonia 
works site, it is evident that any disposal of the depot land must except the 
narrow strip from Taleott to Wadsworth Street between West Main Avenue 
and the western perimeter to allow ingress and egress to the lessee. Otherwise, 
there appear to be no problems in connection with the ammonia works which 
would tend to interfere with any disposal action on the depot itself, 
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The current lease of the ammonia works runs to July 31, 1970, with rights of 
termination by the lessee in 1960 or 1965 by 120 days prior written notice. The 
Government can terminate this lease at any time by giving 30 days written no- 
tice to the lessee under the following conditions: 

(1) A declaration of national emergency by the President or Congress of 
the United States; or 
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(2) The Secretary of the Army determines that termination of the lease 
is necessary in the interest of national defense ; or ; 

(3) The lessee fails to operate the leased property for a period of 90 days 
unless the cause of cessation.of operation is beyond control of the lessee; or 

(4) The lessee violates any of the terms and conditions of the lease. 

From the initiation of the lease period through November 30, 1958, the lessee 
has paid cash rentals in the amount of $2,824,299.64. In addition, toward reim- 
bursement of lessee’s cost of $1,629,350.58 for an approved rehabilitation and 
expansion program, the lessee has received rental credits of $729,009.60 making 
total rentals received $3,553,309.24. All improvements constructed by the lessee 
become the property of the Government when paid for through credit rentals. 

Mr. Héserr. I would like the record to show that Congressman 
Everett of Tennessee is sitting with the committee now. 

Mr. Osmers ? 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman. 

What operations are now conducted, Mr. Higgins, at the Picatinny 
arsenal in New Jersey ? 

Secretary Hicarns. Well, this is a very prominent operation with 
us, and Iam going to ask my colleagues to review this in detail for you. 
But let me say that I make frequent visits to Picatinny. I am quite 
familiar with it. 

The Ammunition Command has been recently transferred from 
Joliet, Ill., to Picatinny. It is our center for all of that type of muni- 
tions, plus a new classified operation going on there of considerable 
dimensions. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman. 

Is that all Government-owned and operated, or is that under con- 
tract partially / 

General Eneter. Government-owned and Government-operated. 

Mr. Osmers. Government-owned and Government-operated. 

General ENGLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. Now, how about Raritan arsenal ? 

Secretary Higains. Raritan is a small facility. You take that, 
General. 

General McMorrow. I am General McMorrow from Ordnance, and 
I will take this question, since I am more familiar with it. 

Raritan arsenal is one of our installations that is probably incor- 
rectly established as an arsenal. Raritan is a depot in which we store 
material primarily for shipment to Zone of Interior Army supply 
purposes, and for overseas supply. 

It is also the installation which purchases certain of the common 
items in the automotive family, such as common bolts, screws, and 
that type of thing. But it is not an arsenal in the terms that we have 
been discussing this afternoon. 

Mr. Osmers. But that is also Government-owned and Government- 
operated, and not private. 

General McMorrow. It is Government-owned, Government- 
operated. 

Mr. Osmers. That is all T had, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Heéserr. Mr, Lankford. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. While we are on these 
individual depots: Curtis Bay Storage Depot in Maryland has been 
deactivated. Has that been disposed of by the Army, do you know? 

General McMorrow. Yes, sir; it has been disposed of by the Army. 

Mr. Lankrorp. ToGSA ? 








1122 UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS AND FACILITIES 


General McMorrow. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you. 

I am rather interested in the operation by private companies of the 
facilities owned by the Army. Now, as I understand it you have a 
manufacturing facility which will be operated by a private company 
under a contract with the Army. 

Does that private company compete for Army business with other 
Army-owned installations operated by private companies? 

General Enater. This principally applies, sir, in the area of the 
loading plants and the explosive works. This situation is prevalent 
there. I don’t think it is prevalent in any of the other commodities 
in this particular area. It is very true that there have been facilities 
established which produce the same product. 

In other words, there are in some instances more than 1 facility 
that can load a particular type of ammunition and more than 1 
facility that can manufacture a particular type of explosive. 

Now, as the requirements decreased for a particular round of am- 
muntion or a particular type of explosive, it was necessary that the 
management—that is, the people who managed these facilities, the Am- 
munition Command—make a decision as to what facilities would be 
taken out of production and what facilities should be retained in 
production. 

In making that decision, they took into consideration a number of 
factors. 

As an example, the flexibility of a facility was considered. 

A facility that could manufacture a number of products was re- 
tained in production or was given consideration, as against a facility 
that was set up solely to manufacture a single product, because it was 
felt that a facility which could manufacture many products could be 
kept in efficient operation longer or at lower cost to the Government 
with a decreasing program. 

The cost of operation of the contractors was considered in making 
the decision. 

In other words, these operators manufacture on a cost-plus-fixed-fee 
basis. So we have a rather intimate knowledge of the cost under which 
they operate. And we can determine the higher and the lower cost 
operators. 

So this was also considered in making the decision. But these are 
the kind of factors that were weighed in making the decision with 
regard to what facilities should be kept in production as against what 
facilities should be put either in standby or disposed of. 

Secretary Hicerns. I think the Congressman would like to know 
the competition we used to select that contractor. 

General Enoter. Actually, the competition consists of an evalua- 
tion of the experience that we have had with the contractor in his cost 
of operation and also these other factors were included, which are 
not cost factors, such as the flexibility of a facility. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Now, do these Army-owned contractor-run plants 
compete with purely private industry ? 

General Enoter. The Army-owned contractor-operated plants— 
I believe there are certain in the metal parts, are there not, General 
McMorrow ? 

Maybe General McMorrow better pick that up. 
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General McMorrow. I believe the answer to that, Mr. Lankford, 
is that in general, where we establish a complete plant—and I believe 
that that 1s the item under discussion at the moment—the products 
of those plants are generally—— 

Mr. Lankrorp. Excuse me, General. 

It needn’t be a complete plant. 

General McMorrow. Well, let me discuss that first. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. A complete end item. It can be a part of an end 
item. 

General McMorrow. Let me discuss first of all the question of a 
complete plant and then I will come to the question of the utilization 
of a portion of a plant. 

When we are talking about a complete plant, we normally are dis- 
cussing something in the ammunition field. The two areas in gen- 
eral in which we have complete plants are either in the conventional 
ammunition or the missile field. We also have a few remaining plants 
established to manufacture items of armor. Now, with regard to the 
complete plants, the output of those plants is normally so specialized 
that there is no opportunity for those contractors to turn out other 
defense products or other commercial products in competition with 
industry. We have in our inventory also certain types of what we call 
standby plants, which are not plants as such but are manufacturing 
lines, in the possession of certain contractors. These plants may not 
be used on other than defense work, unless we obtain a determination 
by the Secretary of the Army that a particular use is in the interest 
of national defense. Consequently, these plants are not permitted to 
compete with industry. 

Secretary Hicerns. I think the broad statement, Congressman 
Lankford, is, no, we do not compete with private industry in our 
larger plants. There may be a few isolated instances. I have been 
trying to thing of one. We may make the 76-millimeter recoilless 
rifle at one of our plans and also there may be a contract or two out 
with industry. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, the point I am trying to get at is whether 
these plants are given a chance to be utilized. That is the point I 
am trying to get at, Mr. Higgins. 

The point ‘js whether these plants which have been built by the 
taxpayers’ money are given a chance to be utilized, by being in open 
competition? You see what I am getting at. 

Secretary Hicerns. I see your point; yes. I would say generally 
no. This is not the policy. If we could buy this in competition on 
the outside, we would do it. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Despite the fact that it would mean a plant sitting 
idle. 

Secretary Hicerns. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. And you might have many millions of dollars sunk 
in that plant. You wouldn’ ; give that plant a chance to compete 
with private industry. 

Secretary Hiaerns. No, sir; not if we could buy it on the outside, 
or unless this plant that is sitting there idle could make it at a con- 
siderably less cost than we could buy it on the outside. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. How considerably? How much would it have to 
ae Because we are talking about the competition. How much 
ess / 
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Secretary Hicerns. You are not talking about civilian business; 
you are talking about military business ? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Yes; I am talking about military items. 

Secretary Hiceins. Military items, that is right. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. Yes. 

Secretary Higgins. Our production of military items in these ar- 
senals and in the Government-owned plants in competition with out- 
side industry is nil. Our big production in Government-owned 
plants is in loading plants, or powermaking plants or, explosives, 
things of that kind, that are not off the shelf common items, in the 
volume we buy them. Therefore, we have built these great quantity- 
producing plants around the country and we operate them with 
civilian contractor, by a competitive system in the selection of con 
tractor. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That part, I understand. In the production of 
component parts of an end item, are other Government-owned fac ’ 
ities and Government-run facilities given an opportunity to bid 1 
competition with industry / 

I may be able to make myself a little clearer. 

Secretary Hicerns. Yes. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I was thinking of perhaps a tank gunsight in which 
optical work would be necessary. Would, for instance, the optical 
shop at the gun factory down here be given an opportunity to bid on 
that work 

Secretary Hicerns. Would this be a Frankford item 4 

Greneral ENGLER. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Hicerns. This would be made in plant with us, too. 

Mr. Lankrorp. You have your own optical shop ? 

Secretary Hiceins. Yes. We have an optical shop in the Frank- 
ford Arsenal and with the amount of production, the amount we re- 
quire today, we would make that at Frankford. 

Mr. Lankrorp. You would? 

Secretary Hicerns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lankrorp. You would utilize your own ¢ 

Secretary Hieerns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That is all. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Courtney 

Mr. Courtney. I have Snel 

Secretary Hicerns. We have certain optical parts that we manufac- 
ture, and I think exclusively at Frankford; yes. There is also a con- 
sideration of keeping the know-how on these things. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. That is exactly what I am getting at. 

Secretary Hiceins. Yes, sir. We will arbitrarily run a small line 
of 90-millimeter ammunition at Frankford, to keep the know-how and 
the engineering in that arsenal knowledgeable and up to date and 
taking ~advant: age of the technological developments, so when the 
time comes that all the production on 90’s are satisfied we will have 
a repository of that know-how in the Frankford Arsenal. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Did you hear the question that I asked, Mr. Hig- 
gins—— 

Secretary Hiaerns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What is your answer to that, sir? 

Secretary Hieerns. I would like to take a crack at that. In fact, 
I was going to volunteer here before we got through. 
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Let me bring forth my conclusion first. I think the system I am 
going to rec ite for you is working pretty well because I can’t think 
of an industrial installation we built in my memory right now in this 
area. But we have an illustration that I think will answer your 
question, Congressman Lankford, that I have been engaged in most of 
the morning. 

That is, we have reached a point where we are going to need to 
expand our present capacity for solid propellants for the newer type 
missiles. 

Now, the first thing we did in this exercise was to make an exami- 
nation ~ the loading plants we had in existence that handled the 
long or heavy bombs and would have the headroom to swing the 
engine his ight of these missiles. 

And of these loading plants that we have that are pretty obsolete 
now, we have found 4 or 5, or maybe 6, of those that could be used in 
this operation. And we are in the throes now of asking industry to 
evaluate these plants in the light of the modification necessary to con- 
vert it from a heavy bomb lo: iding line to a missile engine plant. 

So we will find that out of the 4 or 5 or 6 plants, we have 1 that 
will lend itself with the least expenditure to the new requirement, and 
that isthe 1 that will be selected. 

That is the way we are deporting ourselves on it. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Well, my feeling in this matter is that there are 
Government pli ints which have ¢ capabilities which aren't known to the 
rest, of even its own service. [am wondering how these capabilities, 
potentials of various Government plants can be made known through- 
out all three of the services. 

Secretary Hiccins. We are following the policy—and this is pres- 
ent police; y. 

You have heard recited here today that we will buy it from private 
enterprise unless we have to pay a price penalty or some of the other 
things we have brought forw ard. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Yes. 

Secretary Hiccins. Now, let’s just take a thing more simple than a 
missile. We would go out to competition. There is lots of it today. 

Let’s say that we pick up 19 people who offer to bid on this thing. 
But let’s say 2 of the 19 come in and say they are going to need brick 
and mortar to do the job. 

We bid them goodby right there. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Yes. 

Secretary Hicerns. So that is how we pick it up there. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Would a Government installation that has the po- 
tential be included in those 19 4 

Secretary Higerns. Not unless we could get it in that installation 
for less money than we could from private enterprise. 

Mr. Lankrorp. I mean would they be given a chance to bid? So 
often, it seems to me, they are cut off from being given a chance to bid. 

Secretary Hiceins. T hey are, that is right. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Your object is to get a product of equal quality 
at the lowest price? Isn't that correct ¢ 

Secretary Hiceins. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. In other words, get the most for your money / 
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Secretary Hicetns. We would only go to the Government plant 
under the conditions we have recited here today. 

I think there is a difference in policy on this matter that you are 
addressing yourself to. It is our policy to buy it on the outside. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. So, you go and buy it on the outside, regardless? 

Secretary Hicerns. Well, with the exceptions we brought forward 
here today ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, that is pretty final. 

Secretary Hicerns. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hépert. Mr. Courtney, any questions? 

Mr. Courtney. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Hésert. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary and General. 

Mr. Courtnry. Mr. Chairman, may Mr. Higgins be excused? He, 
I think, is through. 

I believe General Engler has just one bit of information to supply 
for the subcommittee. 

Isn’t that right? You are going to supply on the Michoud Plant? 

Mr. Bares. And on San Jacinto. 

General Eneter. Yes, sir, I am going to send it to the committee. 

Secretary Hicerns. When we get back. 

Mr. Courtney. Yes, sir. 

With that, I think the Department of the Army is through, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Hézerr. Then, the committee will stand in recess until tomor- 
row morning at 10 o’clock. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Courtney. Secretary Bantz of the Navy will be here the first 
thing, and followed by the Air Force. 

Mr. H&sert. Yes. 

Thank you, very much. 

(Whereupon, at 4:22 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Wednesday, December 3, 1958.) 


UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS 
AND FACILITIES 


WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1958 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. F. Edward Hébert (chair- 
man of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Mr. Hézerr. The committee will be in order. 

Members of the committee, we have our colleague, Robert Everett, 
of the Eighth District of Tennessee, present this morning. We will 
be pleased to hear from you, Congressman, anything you desire to 
say to the committee in connection with the matter before us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT A. EVERETT, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Evererr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity of appear- 
ing before this subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee. 
And I would like to say a word of appreciation to you for all taxpayers 
for holding a hearing on this very important question of unused 
defense facilities. 

It seems to me, as I am sure it does to you and many other Members 
of Congress, that in our rush to arm our Nation with the newest and 
best weapons we have incurred a lot of duplicate costs for similar- 
type production facilities. 

I know that you, Mr. Chairman, and the House Armed Services 
Committee, have done everything possible to assure the United States 
of the finest possible defense system on the soundest possible economic 
basis. This very inquiry into unused defense facilities indicates that 
your committee will continue to pursue this policy and I believe we 
should all be thankful for your farsightedness. 

The duplicate costs that I mention have crept into our defense 
system partly as a result of the emergency nature of our efforts to 

‘atch up with our potential enemies and partly, I am sure, as a result 
of the zeal with which companies under contract to the Defense De- 
partment pursued the objective of creating, testing, and mass-produc- 
ing our new weapons—missiles and rockets. 

However, as a result of this industrial zeal and these emergency 
measures, a longstanding American tradition in munitions produc- 
tion and manufacture is in danger of being broken—and I am not so 
sure but that it won’t lead us “to go broke if we depart from this 
principle. 
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Mr. Chairman, I don’t mean that facetiously, but the principle I am 
talking about is that of the longstanding practice of having United 
States Army, Navy, and Air Force arms loaded by Government- 
owned, industry-operated arsenals. 

For over a hundred years this country has sought to minimize the 
physical danger of loading weapons and reduce the attractive possi- 
bility of profitmaking from private ownership of the means of making 
war by loading our bullets and projectiles at Government arsenals. 

We have at different locations around the country a great many 
Army and Navy arsenals. As you no doubt know, the Army Ord- 
nance Arsenal at Milan, Tenn., is located in my district. The Govern- 
ment and the taxpayers have a multi-million-dollar investment in land, 
loading, production, and storage facilities, and trained labor in these 
facilities. Yet most of the facilities of these arsenals are operating 
at the minimum level of their capabilities or not at all because our 
country is wisely producing fewer and fewer bullets and projectiles 
that require the use of these facilities. 

At the same time, however,, Mr. Chairman, various corporations 
under contract to the Government to produce our Nation’s newest 
defense weapons—missiles and rockets—are establishing and are seek- 
ing to establish loading facilities for these weapons. 

Now, I am not a weapons expert, but I am advised by knowledgeable 
persons in this field that it would be possible, with comparative mini- 
mum expense, to modify the present facilities in our arsenals so that 
they could be adopted to loading missiles and rockets with solid 
propellent. 

Over the years the Government has paid for development of the 
know-how and skills of the personnel of these arsenals. By using our 
present facilities for loading rockets and missiles we would employ this 
vast reservoir of trained personnel which would otherwise be wasted. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that there is a great duplication of 
facilities in this procedure. I know, and we all know, that our United 
States corporations developing and producing rockets and missiles are 
doing a fine job and we take our hats off to them. 

Perhaps in the initial stages of developing these weapons it was 
necessary, because of the experimental nature of their work, for these 
corporations to have pilot or prototype loading facilities. But I must 
confess that I believe it a great waste of tax dollars to build arsenal- 
type facilities for these companies under their contracts to mass- 
produce missiles and rockets when, at the same time, the Government 
has arsenals now standing idle that could be used for the same purposes. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, your committee has not been able to 
halt this duplication. These new arsenal-type facilities have not come 
before Congress for appropriations as public works facilities and 
therefore have not been reviewed by the appropriate subcommittee of 
the House Armed Services Committee. Instead, they have been in- 
serted into procurement contracts for missiles and projectiles as re- 
quired production facilities. ory 

As I have already indicated, the practice of permitting private com- 
panies to load arms represents a wide deviation from a practice long 
supported by Congress and the defense organizations. In addition, it 
certainly seems to me to be imperative for the United States Govern- 
ment to know how to load these weapons at its own arsenals. None of 
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the companies involved in missile and rocket production have pro- 
prietary interests in the items they produce since they have all been 
produced under contract to the Government. And the know-how of 
producing these items has been paid for by the Government. 

Mr. Chi airman, I am not about to suggest that we forthwith cease 
all loading of missiles and rockets by private corporations and turn 
them over to United States arsenals for loading. It seems to me that 
an orderly way to proceed to solve this problem would be for someone 
to get together a meeting of the various arsenals and their manage- 
ment contractors, the various divisions of the Army, Navy, and the 
Air Force responsible for purchasing rockets and missiles, and the 

various corporations involved in producing these weapons, to examine 
all the Government arsenal facilities now in existence and to determine 
how they can be used in loading and storing our new modern weapons. 
It would probably also be necessary for either C ongress, through the 
Armed Services Committee, or the Department of Defense, to make an 
initial survey of all these arsenals and their facilities. 

These, sir, are my suggestions for making the initial step toward 
eliminating the costly duplication of solid propellent loading and 
storing facilities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to appear before your 
committee today. 

Mr. Heéserr. Thank you very much for a very splendid statement. 
And we particularly will refer your statement for comment to the 
Army. 

You were present yesterday when the Army representatives were 
on the stand, and the committee inquired into the procedure of the 
ordnance system. Mr. Higgins, the Secretary, explained, as I recall 
the testimony, that the arsenal systems were supervisory and explora- 
tory systems and not productive systems—not in production. And 
in the specific case, in the Jupiter and the Redstone, he testified that 
the physical property, the physical plant, was owned by the Govern- 
ment and was operated by Chrysler. Which I think would come into 
focus of what you are bringing out on Governmene-owned plants. 

I thank you very much for your appearance. The committee is glad 
to have you, sir. 

Mr. Evererr. Thank you, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Courtney. 

Mr. Courtney. Mr. Chairman, we have the Navy Department wit- 
nesses this morning. Hon. Fred A. Bantz, Assistant Secretary of 
Navy for Material, and with him Adm. R. L. Swart, Acting Chief of 
the Office of Naval Material, on his right. And with additional 
witnesses: Adm. Robert Dixon, of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Adm. 
P. D. Stroop, of the Bureau of Ordnance, Adm. A. G. Mumma, Chief 
of the Bureau of Ships, Capt. W. J. Frorath, of the Bureau of Yards 
and Doc ks. The gentlemen are all present. 

Mr. Secretary, if you are ready. You have a prepared statement. 

Sec retary Banrz. I will read the statement, Mr. Chairman, if it is 
agreeable. 

Mr. Heéperr. Proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRED A. BANTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE NAVY FOR MATERIAL 


Secretary Bantz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Fred A. Bantz, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Material. I 
am pleased to appear before you as principal Navy witness to discuss 
the Navy’s utilization of Government industrial facilities. 

My remarks today will be confined to expressing the Navy’s policy 
in this area. 

As Mr. Courtney just said, Admiral Swart, Vice Chief of Naval 
Material, and the chiefs of the three technical bureaus are here— 
Admiral Dixon, of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Admiral Stroop, of 
the Bureau of Ordnance, Admiral Mumma, Bureau of Ships, and also 
Capt. J. W. Frorath, Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks for Real Estate, who are all here to speak on the details of the 
Navy’s utilization of Government industrial facilities, as the subject 
concerns specific areas within their cognizance. 

It is the policy of the Navy, in conformance with that of the admin- 
istration, that maximum utilization will be made of free competitive 
enterprise to produce the materials needed to meet the requirements 
of the military services. While subscribing to this policy, we also 
recognize that there must be facilities retained in Government owner- 
ship in order to insure availability of production capacity in the 
event of mobilization. 

It is the policy of the Navy Department, in support of the approved 
rogram for national defense, and in consonance with Department of 
Jefense policy, to develop, improve, and maintain a selective and 

flexible industrial capacity responsive to the eventualities of limited 
war and of general war. 

An important part of this policy is to screen all existing facilities 
for suitability prior to making a decison to acquire additional Gov- 
ernment-owned facilities to —— this required industrial capacity. 

Navy-owned industrial reserve facilities are under continuing review 
in order to insure the availability of required facilities and to preclude 
retention of plants, and production equipment, for end items incom- 

atible with the production of military equipment of latest design. 

The Navy now, as in the past, consistently tailors programs to main- 
tain an industrial reserve capacity which recognizes the current na- 
tional policies, the type of war which might have to be fought, and 
especially the shifts in kinds and quantities of various weapons result- 
ing from technological advances. Plants and production equipment 
found to be incompatible with, or in excess to, requirements under 
the currently approved concepts are made available for disposal in 
accordance with applicable regulations. 

The Navy’s continuing effort to improve the selection of its indus- 
trial reserve facilities is reflected in the fact that duri ing fiscal years 

1957 and 1958, sponsoring bureaus within the Navy Department have 
declared 20 plants as excess and have made them available for disposal. 
Of the 20 plants declared excess, 10 have been referred to General 
Services Administration for disposal, and 2 have been transferred to 
the Department of the Army. And the remaining eight are being 
screened through the Department of Defense and will be referred to 
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the General Services Administration for disposal, in the event none 
are required by another branch of the armed services. 

Industrial reserve facilities remaining under Navy cognizance as of 
July 1, 1958, are 183 in number. Of these 183 plants 16 are completely 
idle or in caretaker status; 18 are essentially not producing the items 
intended for them but are being used under contract agreement by 
private enterprise ; 89 are wholly or partially Government owned and 
are essentially in use for their intended purpose; 60 are privately 
owned, privately operated, under national security clause restrictions 
and may or may not be producing their planned mobilization products. 

Detailed information regarding industrial reserve facilities owned 
by the Navy has been prepared and submitted in accordance with the 
request of this committee. 

That is the end of my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Courtney. Thank you, Mr. Secretar y: 

The committee has received, as in the case of the Department of the 
Army, the detail and data requested with respect to these plants. It 
has been printed in the prospective appendix to this record, and the 
answers are responsive to the subcommittee’s area of inquiry. 

May they now be inserted in the record at this point ? 

Mr. Héperr. Mr. Hess, any questions ? 

Mr. Hess. No. 

Mr. He&perr. Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. No questions. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Osmers? 

Mr. Osmers. No questions. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Lankford? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Yes; I apologize for being late. 

Mr. Héperr. That is all right. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Secretary, I noticed in this list of industrial 
facilities in the Navy that the Naval Gun Factory here in Washing- 
ton was not listed. Why was that, sir? 

Secretary Banrz. W ell, I don’t believe any of the completely owned, 
completely operated Government facilities, do not fit into any one of 
the three categories that were requested by the committee. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, Indian Head was in there, sir. 

Secretary Ban'rz. W ell, you see there were three groups. It fitted 
into 1 of the 3 specific groups, and the Naval Gun Factory does not fit 
into 1 of those 3 specific groups as asked for by the committee. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, the groups were Government-owned indus- 
trial facilities not in use or in caretaker status. What were the three? 

Mr. Courtney, what were the three categories, do you recall, off- 
hand ? 

Admiral Swarr. Where additional money was going to be spent 
on facilities, you asked for that, in 1957 and 1958, Indian Head came 
in that category, but not the Gun Factory. 

Mr. Courtney. The questions asked were in the opening statement 
of the chairman. There is an itemization of all Government plants 
unused or in caretaker status. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Category No. 1. 

Mr. Courtney. That is¢ ategory No. 1. 
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The cost of the installation. The amount of the upkeep, real es- 
tate, itemized statement of facilities constructed in the last 2 fiscal 
years. Rental agreements on properties rented. Properties in care- 
taker status, in whole or in part. Status of the ownership of real es- 
tate. 

There were essentially three categories used. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, on the caretaker status in whole or in part: 
It is my understanding that part of the Naval Gun Factory has been 
shut down and closed up; is that correct, sir? 

Secretary Banrz. Part of it is inactive at the present time; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. You do consider that the Naval Gun Factory is an 
industrial installation ? 

Secretary Bantrz. Oh, very definitely ; yes, sir. 

Admiral Swarr. And a going concern. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you the same 
questions that I asked Mr. Bryant and Mr. Higgins: What steps are 
taken by the Department of the Navy to insure ‘that other agencies of 
the Navy Department and the other services in the Department of De- 
fense know of the facilities and the potential of the industrial facili- 
ties of the Navy ¢ 

Secretary Banrz. Well, we have a complete list of facilities which 
we publish semiannually, known as P-1069, and every facility that the 
Navy owns is in there. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Does it tell what the potential of each facility is? 

Secretary Banrz. As far as equipment, not in detail; no, sir. I 
would say that generally that is done through the technical bureaus, 
who have a plant to release, getting in touch with their sister services in 
the same areas. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I am not talking about the release of plants, sir. I 
am talking about the utilization of existing plants. 

Secretary Banrz. The reverse of that is if the Navy is in need of a 
new fac ‘ility, why, the technical bureaus would in most cases- 

Mr. Lankrorp. No; I am not talking about new facilities, sir. I am 
talking about the utilization. 

Secretary Banrz. I am not talking about new facilities either, 
I say if the Navy would need a new one, then they would first approach 
their sister services as to if something were available. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. No, sir; that is not what I am talking about. I 
am talking about the utilization of operating plants now owned by the 
Navy. 

Secretary Banrz. Would you rephrase the question as regarding 
those plants ¢ 

Mr. Lanxrorp. All right. How would the Navy or some of her 
sister services know that the Naval Gun Factory has a forging plant, 
and it could be used for some of their requirements ¢ 

Secretary Banrz. Well, to start in with, anything that the Navy 
wanted to do, any technical bureau wanted to do, an investment of 
money over a half million dollars would have to be approved, and it 
would have to be approved by the Office of Naval Material, and if it 
was over $1 million through the Department of Defense. Asa result of 
that they would know whether or not the facility was available. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I am not talking about aes sir. When bids are 
asked on contracts how does a bureau of the N vavy or a sister service 
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of the Navy know that a certain Navy plant has the facilities and 
could bid on that contract ? 

Secretary Bantz. The Office of Navy Material has all that infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. But how do the other agencies know it, sir? 

Secretary Bantz. Well, for one thing, the agencies of the Navy 
all have a complete copy of the naval industrial facilities. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. The Navy does? 

Secretary Bantrz. Yes. 

Mr. Lankrorp. With their potential ? 

Secretary Bantz. Well, when you say “with their potential,” the 
equipment I don’t think is itemized. I would ask Admiral Swart 
to answer whether it is or not. 

Admiral Swarr. With respect to the Navy, we live side by side. 
The technical bureaus have a very intimate knowledge of what each 
other has. 

Now, with respect to the Army, we have considerable liaison. Fre- 
quently the Army has come to us and asked us to make things in our 
shipy ards, and it has been done. They also come to us with respect 
to Government-owned plants privately operated. For instance, Nike- 
Hercules is made ina Navy plant, that is the Douglas plant. We ex- 
change information and we seek information. 

Mr. Lankrorp. In other words, you wait for the other agencies or 
services to come to you, rather than you circularizing them and saying: 

“We have these facilities which can be used for defense work” 

Admiral Swarr. Normally, we don’t go out seeking poe for our 
own plants. But they know that we have capacity. They come to us. 
If that is what you mean. Do we go out and solicit work for our own 
plants ¢ 

Mr. Lankrorp. You do solicit? 

Admiral Swarr. I say we don’t do that. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. You do not. But do you inform them of what you 
can do 4 

Admiral Swarr. I think they have general knowledge of what we 
have. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Just general knowledge, but no specific knowledge ? 

pene ‘tary Banrz. No. Every bureau has a copy of form 1069, 

hich lists the industrial pli ints of the Navy, that the Navy owns. 

ie. Lankrorp. Yes, sir. But does it tell what they can do? I 
haven’t been able to find out this. 

Secretary Banrz. Well, as to specific things, no; they don’t. As far 
as the gun factory: When we were looking for work to keep the gun 
factory busy—I am going to ask Admiral Stroop to answer, Mr. Lank- 
ford. 

Just what did we do, Paul, as far as the gun factory is concerned, in 
making available to the other divisions of the Navy as to potentials 
down there ¢ 

Admiral Srroor. So far as the Army Ordnance is concerned, Mr. 
Lankford, I meet with the Chief of Army Ordnance twice a year. 
There is another meeting coming up next week. One of the topics 
discussed at that meeting, and a continuing topic discussed between 
the lower echelons, is the cross use of facilities. Historically, Army 
Ordnance and Navy Ordnance have worked very closely together, and 
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we have exchanged work. For instance, we buy a good bit of our 
bulk powder from the Army. They are the mobilization supplier for 
the Nation for bulk powder. 

In the area of influence fuses, we have an agreement with the Army 
where we supply one kind and they supply the other. I am quite sure 
that at the working levels in both services there is very intimate knowl- 
edge of the capacity and the general amount of work that is going on 
at various places. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, are Navy installations given an opportunity 
tobidon contracts? Are they invited to bid? 

Admiral Stroop. In some cases they are, and in some cases they are 
not. This depends, of course, upon the buying service and their own 
particular wishes. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Of course, it is all right for you and the Chief of 
Ordnance Corps of the Army to sit down and talk about your facili- 
ties, but does it filter down ? 

Admiral Srroop. Yes, sir; very definitely. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Does the person who is responsible on a lower 
echelon for sending out invitations to bid know that gun factory has 
an optical plant ? 

Admiral Srroop. Yes, sir; this is general knowledge throughout 
the services, and it is very definitely known, by the people who are 
responsible for working out the details of contracts. 

Mr. LAnKForD. Well, I can given an example that I am informed 
of, of a package contract—you and I have discussed this before—that 
went to the Brooklyn Navy Yard. There was some optical work in 
it, but the Naval Gun Factory optical shop wasn’t given a bid on 
that optical work. 

Admiral Srroor. This I don’t believe is quite correct, sir. I think 
I am aware of the case you are speaking of. The Naval Gun Factory 
was given a chance to bid. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. They were ? 

Admiral Srroopr. Yes, sir; they were given a chance to bid. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I find Iam wrong. 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir. The price was considerably higher than 
a private contractor could bid for these same parts. The New York 
Shipyard very correctly, in order to conserve Government money, 
went to the private contractor. Incidentally, this was a rather small 
part of a larger contract, you see. But the New York Naval Ship- 
yard had that larger contract. They were going outside of the ship- 
yard to get this particular bit of optical work accomplished. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman, do you mind if I ask some specific 
questions of Admiral Stroop about the fun factory ? 

Mr. Hépvert. No. Proceed. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Admiral, I am informed that the forge shop at 
the gun factory has been closed down or is being closed down. Is this 
correct ? 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I am also informed that there were some 160 
orders for the forge shop which were canceled, enough to provide a 
year’s work—which were canceled and sent to Brooklyn. Is this 
correct, sir ? 
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Admiral Srroor. I can’t answer to the specific number. It seems 
very large to me. I would guess here—and I will confirm—that it 
would be like half of that, or less. 

Now, the reason for closing down the forge shop is that it was an 
uneconomical operation. 

The gun factory for a number of years has had a higher overhead 
than it should have. Last spring I ordered a very detailed survey of 
the work at the gun factory. This is the type of thing you ail do 
in any large industrial establishment where you weren’t getting the 
right prices. We have gone along and made several very important 
changes down there. This we had to do in order to keep the gun 
factory in business at all. 

One of the important changes was to close down the forge shop and 
contract out for that type of work. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Is this work being sent to another navy yard? It 
is my understanding that it is. 

Admiral Srroop. Some of it is. Some of it is not. I think the gun 
factory operating as an industrial activity under the naval industrial 
fund goes where it can get the best prices. And obviously if they can 
get a better price from private industry they will go there. 

Mr. Lankrorp. But it is my understanding that this was taken 
away from the gun factory here and sent to the Brooklyn Navy Yard. 

Admiral Stroop. That may be true in some cases. I don’t think it 
is entirely true, sir. 

Here, again, I can give you the details if you want it. 

Mr. Lanx«rorp. I am also informed there is a shortage of mechanics 
in Brooklyn Navy Yard, and they had to come down here and recruit 
from the gun factory. 

Admiral Srroor. That might be true, sir. 

Part of this change at the gun factory is a change in skills. The 
gun factory, as the name implies, for over 100 years has been building 
naval guns. We don’t need naval guns any more. In order to keep 
the gun factory going at all as an industrial establishment in this area, 
we had to shift the skills and shift the type of work that is being done 
there. And this is alla part of that picture. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Has any thought been given to changing the name 
of the gun factory so that it would more properly reflect its function ? 

Admiral Stroop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. More like Indian Head. 

Admiral Srroor. I have had a number of suggestions. We are giv- 
ing this serious consideration. But I thought it would be an improper 
change at this time when we might say the heat is on. I would rather 
keep the name intact. 

Mr. Lanxrorp, Has the mission of the gun factory changed ? 

Admiral Stroop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What is its present mission ? 

Admiral Srroor. The present mission is to manufacture items of 
ordnance required by the Bureau of Ordnance, the Navy Department, 
and new construction. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. And new construction ? 

Admiral Srroor. For new construction of ships. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. Oh. 
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Admiral Stroop. And, of course, they still maintain a capacity of 
taking care of guns as long as we have guns in the Navy. This is a 
very small amount of the current work down there, though. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What was its former mission ? 

Admiral Srroor. It related in general to all types of ordnance of 
the Navy, but chiefly guns. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. The manufacture of guns / 

Admiral Srroor. The manufacture of guns and the overhaul of 
guns, the relining of guns, and gun mounts. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, the general point—getting back to the ques- 
tions that I asked the Secretary—is that I understand that there are 
two books or publications that are used in private industry, which 
lists all sorts of heavy industrial firms and their potentials, that is 
their capacity to do things. And that these are normally turned to 
when a contracting officer asks for bids. He will look down the list 
and see who can do this and who can do that. 

Is there any comparable thing in the Navy’ For Navy instal- 
lations ? 

Admiral Srroor. Navy installations. 

I think this publication the Secretary referred to is the only one 
that we have. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. What distribution does that get ? 

Secretary Banrz. It gets pretty general distribution within the De 
partment of the Navy. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Within the Department of Navy ? 

Secretary Banrz. All the procurement bureaus, the technical 
bureaus. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Within the Department of the Navy only, 

Secretary Banrz. Admiral Swart, does it go on beyond ¢ 

Admiral Swarr. It goes to the Department of Defense, the Office 
of Assistant Secretary (Properties and Installations). 

Mr. Lanxrorp. It does not go to the Department of Air or Depart 
ment of Army ? 

Admiral Swarr. How it is distributed in the Army and Air Force, 
I can’t answer. We make it available to anyone that wants it. But 
that merely lists the facilities and what its general product is. 

To get the details of the types, and the numbers of machinery, we 
have to go to the individual technical bureaus, where they keep a 
complete listing of all of the tools, production equipment, and the 
numbers of buildings, and everything in there—its full capability. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. But there is no attempt made to generally make 
known the capabilities of the industrial plants of the Navy ¢ 

Admiral Swarr. Within the Navy we have good knowledge, but 
outside of the Navy it is just as Admiral Stroop explained. It is 
long years of association. The other services know pretty well what 
we have. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, why, sir? Isn't it the general idea that these 
facilities should be utilized to their fullest, economically, rather than 
just sort of limping along, with the overhead keeping on and the 
overhead going up 4 

Admiral Swarr. I don’t think we limp along, sir. You were re- 
ferring or alluding to one publication that contained the details of 
each facility. We don’t have that in that complete detail. We do 
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have exchanges of information. We kaow what the Air Force has, 
and we do utilize their facilities, and we have examples where we have 
gone out looking for a facility and found it in the Air Force. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Do you think our facilities could be utilized to a 
greater extent than they are ¢ 

Secretary Banrz. | don’ t think there is any question about that, Mr. 
Lankford. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. What efforts have been made to do that ¢ 

Secretary Banrz. If you fine toothcomb everything, yes. But you 
must understand today that in the highly technical area, that all 
weapons, as such, are developed and produc ‘ed that require skills of 
a great many industries to doso. If we were to take and use the Naval 
Gun Factory as an illustration : Let’s assume there was some new mis- 
sile or weapon that we wanted to produce, and attempted to do it in 
the gun factory. It would mean that we would have to call on the 
skills of a great many industries in order to utilize the gun factory. We 
would have to bring in a lot of new help and a lot of new equipment 
in order to do so. 

Economically, and for speed, which is oy most important thing, it is 
much better to do it on the basis that the Navy and I am sure the other 
services are doing now, that is, by going to industries who are equipped 
to do certain types of work. In very, very few instances—as a matter 
of fact, | would have a hard time finding one where we have a weapon 
that is completely produced by one corporation. They must also sub- 
contract. 

Mr. Lanxkrorp. I agree with you on that, sir. And that is certainly 
not my idea. But I was thinking of the capacity of the Navy plants 
to manufacture ¢ omponent parts and whether they are given a chance 
to show their capacity, whether they are given a chance to bid on the 
manufacture of these component pi irts. I realize, of course, sir, that 
you couldn’t produce—it wouldn't be economical to set up the gun 
factory or any other place to produce a weapon in its entirety. But 
[ am thinking more of the component parts of it. 

Secretary Banrz. I think we are becoming more conscious of the 
thing you are asking about and we are doing more of it. And, as I said 
in answer to your question at the start, I think more has to be done. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, I am glad to hear you say that, sir, because 
those are my sentiments exactly. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hénerr. Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. Admiral, just one quick question for information. You 
indicated that the forge down at the gun factory was high cost, high 
overhead, and therefore you gave the contract to outside industry ? 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. You recall that ? 

Admiral Srroor. The reason for that, of course, is the great re- 
duction in the type of work that this particularly large shop would 
have. When you reduce the quantity of work, why the overhead goes 
up. 

We are shifting from forging to welding, to a considerable degree. 
We just did not have the work to employ this very large capacity shop. 

Mr. Bares. Well, what factors do you take into ¢ onsideration when 
you determine that an outside contractor has a better price than say 
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the gun factory? Do you take into consideration the overhead that 
is going to go on regardless of whether the gun factory gets the 
contract ? 

Admiral Stroop. Oh, yes, sir. 

We try to keep a level effort of work overall at the gun factory, as 
we do in all of our plants, and we examine this workload throughout 
the year. 

r. Bates. Let me put it another way. Do you deduct from the 
cost of the item by the gun factory the amount of overhead that 
goes on whether or not they get the contract or do you load every- 
thing into the figure ? 

Admiral Srroor. The gun factory operates under the naval indus- 
trial fund system, which makes its operation exactly like a private 
contractor, and the overhead is loaded into their work; that is correct. 

Mr. Bares. So as a matter of fact, that is not really a good com- 
parison, is it, as far as saving money, if that is the point, because 
you are going to have to absorb the overhead regardless if you give 
it to an outside concern. 

Admiral Srroor. Except if we can keep a proper workload in there 
of one kind or another, why the overhead is not exorbitant. 

You speak of the gun factory as an industrial plant. But there 
are also 23 other activities down there, sort of boarders, you might 
say, and each one of these carries his fair share of the overhead. We 
watch that very carefully. 

Mr. Bates. I have worked down there. I know the gun factory. 
But I just wanted to be certain how you evaluate the competitive 
bids between the Government and the outside, because the gun fac- 
tory could have a higher price including overhead and many other 
items that are going to continue where it would be a better deal from 
the point of the taxpayer to give it to the gun factory even though 
from the two figures, on the surface, it appears that it might be better 
to give it to the outside. 

Secretary Banrz. Mr. Bates, can I answer that, if you don’t mind? 
I think that the whole concept of the gun factory since the days when 
we no longer had a need to produce guns as such was “Let’s keep 
the gun factory as busy as we can.” As a result of that, it became 
what I would choose to call a job-lot factory. We were putting all 
kinds of small orders in there of one type or another because they 
had in our opinion the equipment to produce it. As a result of that 
we have a job-lot factory. It is uneconomical and it is as unsound 
as it can be to try to operate a plant on that basis. You take the 
forge that was mentioned awhile ago—the forge shop. We had so 
many different activities down there. It is the most costly kind of 
forge work you can possibly do. You have many different items, 
none of them of any volume or quantity. The type of thing that we 
would like to put in the gun factory is one item in volume. 

Mr. Bares. My interest was more in the general lines, not specifi- 
cally the gun factory, although that has been specifically mentioned. 
But how do you determine whether you are going to give it to an out- 
side contractor or give it to a Government-owned plant? You add 
all the factors up, the out-of-pocket plus the fixed ? 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir; there are many factors. Price is not the 
only factor. 
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Mr. Bares. Let’s stay on price. Let’s resolve price. How do you 
handle the price aspect of it? Do you throw everything into the bid 
as far as the Military Establishment is concerned ? 

Admiral Stroor. No. 

Mr. Bares. Just the out-of-pocket costs ¢ 

Admiral Stroop. Oh, yes, sir. Your overhead. 

Mr. Bares. You throw in everything ? 

Admiral Srroor. You throw in your overhead. 

Mr. Bares. Even your continuing costs that are going to go on any- 
way? Youthrow that in? 

Admiral Srroor. In the industrial funds system ; yes. 

Mr. Bates. So you really don’t get a true comparison from the point 
of view of the taxpayer because you are going to pay that anyway. 

Admiral Stroop. It depends on your workload. 

Mr. Bares. Well, we are taking a specific instance. 

Admiral Srroopr. If you have enough work to keep the base busy, 
it is obviously the correct thing to do, to throw in the full overhead, 
as any industrial manager w ould do ina private plant. 

Mr. Bares. I am trying to get a specific answer to that question. 
If you are going to compare the two and try to decide to whom you 
should give it, are you going to consider just the added out-of-pocket 
expense of the industrial facility of the Government or are you going 
to throw in all the overhead as well, when you compare these two bids ? 

Admiral Srroor. You throw in all the overhead that is applicable 
to this particular operation. 

Mr. Bates. Yes. And, of course, if you are operating at a low 
figure you are going to have a pretty high overhead ? 

Admiral Stroop. That is r ight. 

Mr. Bares. I think right after the war, in the Boston Navy Yard, 
it was cheaper to go outside and buy a typewriter than have one re- 
paired in the yard, because of the overhead factor that was thrown 
in there. But) that is not res illy a savings for the Government, if you 
are going to have a continuing overhead that you have to absorb any- 

way if you give it to an outside: contractor. 

Admiral Srroor. Of course, that is a part of this survey that was 
conducted at the gun factory, to determine how this overhead could 
be brought down to a competitive figure. 

Mr. Bares. Yes. But specific ally, you throw everything in. 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. And compare total cost. Is that the situation? It is 
not the added cost on the part of the Government, but it is total cost, 
including that which will continue anyhow even though you don’t 
give the gun factory or the other Government facility the contract. 

Admiral Srroor. There is one item that does not go. That is the 
military support funds. That is the cost of officers and enlisted men 
and their pay, which comes out of another appropriation. 

Mr. Bares. That would be a very small item mostly. 

Admiral Srroor. That is rather small. We have about 70 officers 
down there, I believe, as against almost 6,000 civilian employees. 

Mr. Bares. I hope, Mr. Chairman, you understand the point I am 
trying to raise here. I don’t think it is a true savings for the Gov- 
ernment when you give it to an outside contractor if you are still going 
to have to absorb the overhead cost, if the Government installation 
doesn’t get the award. 
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Admiral Srroor. In many cases we will take a large contract and 
split it in two, or a large award. I am thinking of one now where 
a part of it went to a private firm in Minneapolis and the other part 
went to the gun factory. The gun factory’s price was a little bit 
higher, but we felt in the interest of national defense we ought to 
have two sources for this particular item and wanted to keep the 
know-how at the gun factory. They got a percentage share of the 
work, I think less than half. 

Mr. Bares. Bat it was only higher because you threw all the over- 
head cost in there applicable to whatever that contract would be. 

Admiral Srroor. If you want to play with your overhead, you can 
get any kind of a price you want. 

Mr. Bares. Of course, that is true. But if you want to disregard 
it, you have a different situation. 

Admiral Srroop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. But if you are going to compare the costs thrown into 
both bids, you don’t have a fair comparison when the outside is just 
a little bit lower than the Government, because you still are going 
to have to absorb those overhead costs even though the Government 
doesn’t get that contract. 

Secretary Banrz. Of course, Mr. Bates—if I may inject myself 
again. I think we are overlooking in this discussion the major factor, 
and that is whether or not the Government-owned facility has the 
ability to produce the particular item. 

Mr. Bares. Oh, of course. 

Secretary Banrz. That is the major factor. 

Mr. Bares. I don’t presume they would be bidding on it if they 
didn't. 

Secretary Bantrz. When we talk about what we used to call more 
or less the common-use item, that is something entirely different. But 
we have so little of that today, except componets of major things, 
that there is not much of it to be done. Our shipyards are a typic cal 
illustration, I think. As most of you men know, the policy of the 
shipyard operation is to keep our own shipyards as well as those of 
private industry as busy as we possibly can because of the need for 
them in case of mobilization. 

Mr. Bares. Well, [ think the admiral has answered my question. 

Mr. Heperr. Mr. ( eee: 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, I first would like to ask rather a gen- 
eral question about ie future of the Brooklyn Navy Yard. There 
are thousands of people employed at the s3rooklyn Navy Yard. Tam 
constantly being beseiged in aoe from many of those employees 
about the overall future of a fac ility of that type. I have asked the 
Secretary of the Navy to give me some sort of a forecast on what he 
thinks will happen there. Would you care to make any comment on 
the direction in which the Brooklyn Navy Yard is going? 

Secretary Bantz. Well, Mr. Osmers, the Brooklyn Navy Yard as 
you know in the last few years has been devoted mainly to carrier 
work, production of new carriers. We have no carrier now that has 
been approved by the Congress that has not been contracted for. 
Whether or not there will be one in the 1960 program I don’t know. 

In addition to carrier construction, we have done a lot of major type 
of conversion work there. If we get the money from the Congress 





UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS AND FACILITIES 1141 


to do the things—in my opinion, and I was speaking in my own 
opinion—that we must do to our World War II ships, we will have a 
lot of work for our shipyards. 

Mr. Osmers. In other words, if Congress does not authorize impor- 
tant conversion work and appropriate the funds therefor or go into 
the construction of additional carriers, the future for Brooklyn N Navy 
. Yard is a shrinking, smaller part in the picture, and consequently a 
smaller employment level there ? 

Secretary Banrz. Well, unless, of course, we have the funds, that 
would apply to all of the yards. 

Mr. Osmers. It would apply to all of the yards, but also to Brooklyn. 

Now, Mr. Bantz, I wonder if you have the galley proofs that the 
committee staff has prepared. 

I wonder if you would refer to sheet 45. On sheet 45 
is listed a naval industrial reserve aircraft plant in Wallington, N. J. 

Secretary Banrz. These are not numbered. I will have to look 
through them. 

Mr. Kunn. At the top. 

Mr. Courrney. The galley number is at the top. 

Secretary Banrz. Oh, I beg your pardon. I see. 

Mr. Osmers. Galley No. 45. 

Secretary Banrz. What was the question, sir / 

Mr. Osmers. In the middle of the page, a description is given of the 
naval industrial reserve aircraft plant at Wallington, N. J., and it is 
a clear description. Now, I just want to check one point. Am I cor- 
rect in saying that this plant pays no real-estate taxes, that is local, 
county, and State ¢ 

Secretary Banrz. Yes, that would be right, yes. 

Mr. Osmers. That is correct / 

Secretary Banrz. Yes. 

Mr. Osmers. It is operated by a private corporation for private 
profit, doing I gather from this estimate, 95 percent Government work, 
but at private profit. 

(Secretary Bantz nods. ) 

Mr. Osmers. If you have the information, either in memory or at 
hand, I would like to know a little bit about the background of an 
operation of that kind. 

Secretary Banrz. Well, I don’t have the information as regards 
this specific plant. Maybe Admiral Dixon might have it. Do you, 
Bob ? 

Mr. Osmers. I don’t pick this out in any way as being unusual. I 
happen to know of the existence of this plant and I happen to be a 
Member of Congress, along with a lot of others, that feels that a plant 
of this character, privately operated for private profit, should pay 
local taxes because they enjoy the facilities of police and fire protection 
and other advantages which are paid for by other local taxpayers. 

Mr. Bares. Would the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. Osmers. Yes, I will. 

Mr. Bares. I think you ought to check into that bill that we had out 
of the Judiciary C ommittee, which was p: ayment in lieu of taxes. Now, 
I have the General Electric plant for instance, in Lynn, Mass.—a simi- 
lar situation. 

Now, the Government pays under the bill which we renewed again 
last year—payment in lieu of taxes. 
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Mr. Osmers. I believe, Mr. Bates—Mr. Chairman—that that bill 
only applies to those facilities that were once owned or operated or 
built under the RFC. 

Mr. Bares. It may be that. 

Mr. Osmenrs. I believe there is a limitation on the type of plant for 
which taxes are paid. I am glad you brought that up because I feel 
that the Wallington plant is not included in that legislation, much as 
some of us tried to get it included. 

Mr. Bates. The proposal last year was to expand it, but they con- 
tinued the old bill. 

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Meader, of Michigan, has sponsored legislation to 
make payments in lieu of taxes on Government-owned industrial 
facilities. 

Admiral Drxon. You are correct in regard to the ex-RFC plants. 
They are the only ones that we make payments in lieu of taxes. 

Mr. Osmers. That is right. 

Admiral Drxon. This plant is not under that category. It was built 
largely to supply peculiar parts or propeller blades for helicopters. It 
is still in use partly for that work, and also, as you know, by the AEC. 
It is about 40 percent of capacity at the present time. 

Mr. Osmers. Does that particular corporation—and I know nothing 
about it—does the Tube Reducing Corp. operate other facilities at 
other locations, or is this essentially a creature of the Government? 

Admiral Drxon. Maybe my assistant, Mr. Lewis, could answer that. 

Mr. Lewis. The Tube Reducing Corp., sir, operates their own in 
this area. This plant was built to provide these 2 oversize elephant- 
type tools, if you will, sir—2 big tube reducers, specifically for Gov- 
ernment requirement. The Wallington factory has a much larger 
plant immediately adjacent to ours. They operate on their own. 

Mr. Osmers. I see. Now, because of the nature of the operation of 
the Tube Reducing Corp. which has just been described—and I have no 
complaint of any kind about the way this business is operated and I 
know very little about it. But I wonder if you could explain to me 
what happens when the Navy has a need for material which is made 
in this plant. How do you go about pricing it and getting figures 
onit? Isiscompetitive? I notice it is rent free, that the corporation 
would pay only 2 percent rental—let me read. Yes; it is 2 percent 
rental 

Admiral Drxon. I believe it is 3 percent now. 

Mr. Osmers. It has been changed? Under item 9 it says: 

Rental arrangements. Use provisions of facilities, contract NOA-1182 au- 


thorizes rent free use for Government work. Contracting officer’s letter author- 
ized rental at 2 percent of net sales for commercial work. 








Now, in the event of a need for the tubing that could be made in this 
plant on either the 10-inch or the 18-inch machines, how is that work 
priced ? 

Admiral Drxon You mean for Government useage ? 

Mr. Osmers. For Government use. 

Admiral Dixon. Well, as you stated, sir, the tools and facilities are 
furnished rent free for Government use. 

Mr. Osmers. All right. 

Admiral Drxon. But that imposes the responsibility on the con- 
tractor to keep those tools up. He must keep them in a proper state 
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of maintenance, and so forth, and protect them, including fire pro- 
tection, and so forth, in all facilities. 

Mr. Osmers. Now, it would be, not impossible, but almost impossible 
for anyone to compete with the Tube Reducing Corp. for any Govern- 
ment requirement using either the 10-inch or the 18-inch machine; is 
that correct ? 

Admiral Drxon. If they own the tools, you mean, sir? 

Mr. Osmers. I am assuming those tools do not exist commonly in 
industry. 

Admiral Drxon. Well, that is correct, Mr. Osmers, and that is the 
reason for the plant. We needed this equipment. There was no pri- 
vate contractor who could do it or would take the chance of providing 
the tool. So the Government provided it, because there were none in 
existence. 

Mr. Osmers Now, let us assume that since the construction of this 
plant some private concern had acquired or had built a 10-inch and 
an 18-inch machine and they would like to make a bid on that type of 
work. Now, they are paying rent or own their own building. They 
are paying local taxes. They have paid for their own machines. How 
could they compete with the tube velesied plant ? 

Admiral Dixon. Well, the Armed Services Procurement Regula- 
tions, Mr. Osmers, provides for that, in that we would have to take 
this firm’s bid and increase it by a formula specified in the procure- 
ment regulations. Now, this formula can vary from three-quarters of 
1 to 2 percent a month on the total value of. the tools furnished by 
the Government. And we would increase this person’s bid by that 
amount and we think it would be equitable with the private competi- 
tor. That isa varying formula. 

Mr. Osmers. I would have to see the formula. It would have to be 
a magic formula if it could take into consideration the competitive 
factors that would be involved in all of the different situations into 
which the armed services go for their procurement. 

Admiral Drxon. Well, we feel that there is nothing specific about 
the formula. It has to be interpreted. But we try to make it as 
fair as possible and we feel it is fair. 

Mr. Osmers. Is there any reason, Admiral, why this facility should 
not be sold and be privately owned and pay taxes and compete in the 
ordinary commerce of the country ¢ 

Admiral Drxon. Mr. Osmers, when we do not have sufficient use for 
plants,we declare them surplus. We feel that the Government has a 
need for this at the present time. How long it will continue I can’t 
say, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. Now, the need arises from the fact that there do not 
exist privately owned competitive facilities that could either manu- 
facture it or successfully compete ? 

Admiral Dixon. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Osmers. I see. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. CunnincHam. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hézert. Mr. Courtney ? 

Mr. Courtney. No questions at this time, Mr. Chairman. 
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I will, however, request the opportunity of submitting questions to 
the Department for answer in its own time and for submission for the 
record on the formula to which Mr. Osmers has just made reference. 

There are a number of instances in which the response to the ques- 
tion of whether or not the plant could operate in competition with 
private enterprise has been yes. In those cases we will want to know 
the formula, I should think, which is applied in equating its competi- 
tive position. 

Mr. Héserr. The formula will be supplied. 

(The information referred to is contained in appendix D.) 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Héserr. You havea question, Mr. Lankford ¢ 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I would like to ask Admiral Stroop 1 or 2 questions 
which I neglected to ask him at first, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral, does the gun factory have heat-treating facilities; do 
you know ¢ 

Admiral Srroop. Yes, sir; they have some. We are considering 
installing some more. 

Mr. LAnKrorp. Well, is it true that the Navy is providing Aerojet 
General with $1 million for heat-treating facilities to be installed ¢ 

Admiral Srroop. I know we are providing some facilities out there. 
Whether the figure of $1 million is ri@ht or not, | can’t answer. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Well, now, why is that being done, rather than utiliz- 
ing the existing facilities at the gun factory / 

‘Admiral Stroop. I believe the facilities at Aerojet are much larger 
and designed to take care of very, very large pieces which the gun 
factory can’t handle. 

And also those facilities at Aerojet are looking forward to the 
future, for even larger pieces than the kinds they are building now. 

Mr. Lankrorp. But you said that you are going to install additional 
facilities at the gun factory, or contemplating it. 

Admiral Srroor. Yes, sir; we are contemplating it. But these 
would be a good bit smaller. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Would it or would it not be cheaper to expand exist- 
ing facilities than to build new facilities / 

Admiral Srroor. In this particular case, I think it would be much 
better to give or go ahead with this very large facility at Aerojet, 
because that is where the pieces would be that you would manufacture, 
and that is where the pieces are going to be loaded, and that is where 
you would want to perform the heat treating. And the kinds of 
things that the gun factory will be building in the future won't be 
of this size. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Well, you didn’t quite answer my question, sir. I 
asked you if it would be more economical to do that. 

Admiral Stroop. I don’t think it would. 

Mr. Lankrorp. You think it would be more economical to expand 
the facilities at the gun factory / 

Admiral Srroop. At Aerojet in this particular case, for this par- 
ticular size of facility ;: yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. It would be more economical to build the brandnew 
facility at Aerojet ? 

Admiral Stroop. That is right, for this particular purpose; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. It would be more economical or more convenient ? 
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Admiral Srroor. More economical. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you. 

Oh, is it true that about 3 years ago a good deal of very heavy equip- 
ment was put in the forge shop ¢ Is that correct, sir / 

Admiral Srroor. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. And that equipment now is just being shut down 
and idle ¢ 

Admiral Srroorp. That will be shut down. That equipment was 
initiated not 3 years ago, of course, that is, installation, but about— 

Mr. Lankrorp. It was completed about 3 years ago / 

Admiral Stroop. It was completed 3 years ago. It was initiated 
as a result of the Korean war. We expected to have a good bit more 
gun work. We were getting ready for more gun work, which we, 
fortunately, didn’t have to have. 

Mr. LanKrorp. But it was completed only 3 years ago 4 

Admiral Stroop. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lan«rorp. Has it been used since then ¢ 

Admiral Srroop. Toa very small degree. 

Mr. LaAnkrorp. Now, you are just going to shut it down ? 

Admiral Srroop. It is more economical in the overall plan to shut 
it down and to contract out or send this work out. Work in forging 
is dropping off to a great degree. We are going into welding and 
heat treating, in the fabrication of missile mounts and guided missiles. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Thank you. ‘Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Courrney. That is all ean think of, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Heserr. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and gentlemen. 

Mr. Courtney. Secretary Sharp for the Air Foree. Mr, Chair- 
man, the Air Force has submitted its response to the questions of the 
subeommittee and they are printed as an appendix to the proposed 
record. They have been examined in some minor detail by the sub- 
committee, 

Mr. Sharp is here, Hon. Dudley C. Sharp, Assistant Secretary of 
the Air Force for Materiel. He has a prepared statement, Mr. Chair- 
man, which he is prepared to give. 

Mr. Héserr. You may proceed, Mr. Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DUDLEY C. SHARP, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE AIR FORCE FOR MATERIEL 


Secretary Snare. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Dudley C. Sharp, and I am Assistant Secretary of 
the Air Force for Materiel. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to ap- 
pear before you today to discuss Air Force industrial facilities. 

Let me introduce today’s discussion by describing background to 
our industrial facilities posture, future trends, and some of our major 
problems and what we are doing about them. 

As you know the Air Force does not directly operate its industrial 
facilities: we rely on private enterprise to the greatest possible extent 
for the development and production of our aircraft, missiles, and re- 
lated items. .A fundamental aspect of this approach is that private 
enterprise will provide the maximum facilities within their capa- 
bility as well as the scientific, engineering, and production know-how 
to get the job done. 
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As we look at our current Air Force industrial facilities inventory 
we find that much of this inventory was acquired as a result of World 
War II and Korea mobilization concepts. These concepts envisaged 
2 to 3 years industrial mobilization to arm ourselves for major wars. 
The nuclear weapon, in long-range aircraft and in missiles, has now 
made the military threat a “matter of hours or minutes and not one 
of years. This situation is for cing a profound change in the indus- 
trial base concept of the Air Force 

In order to maintain a “force in being” to meet any emergency we 
now rely on the current industrial production base. The older indus- 
trial mobilization concepts which required standby war-plant capacity 
are not adaptable to our current problem of maintaining an adequate 
force in being. For these reasons the Air Force under Department of 
Defense policy y is actively engaged in a forward looking industrial base 
which is adjusted to firm weapons program needs, and is privately 
capitalized to the maximum degree that is possible. 

We expect that it may always be necessary for the Government to 
furnish some industrial facilities, particularly for defense items that 
require new and peculiar production or test facilities that are only 
suitable for a single weapon system. Even under these circumstances, 
however, we are ‘taking steps to hold Government expenditures to a 
minimum, by using existing Government-owned defense properties, by 
emphasizing the private financing of facilities as a factor in compe- 
tition for contracts, and by insisting on extensive subcontracting to 
make the fullest use of available production capacity. In this latter 
area, that of subcontracting, it must be recognized that as total volume 
of work declines in prime contractors’ plants, there has been and 
will continue to be a strong motivation by prime contractors to draw 
in off-site production to maintain the volume to which they have 
become accustomed. 

To maintain production in depth in the weapons industry, we are 
reemphasizing and strengthening our make-or-buy procedures. This, 
in effect, subjects the primes to close screening by the Air Force of 
work which is performed in plant versus that work which is placed 
with outside sources by the prime contractor. 

Rapid technological advancements have resulted in more complex, 
and more sophisticated weapons which are required in smaller num- 
bers, as compared with older and more conventional weapons. The 
impact of these new weapon developments upon our industrial com- 
plex has been great. Requirements for standard production equip- 
ments have been reduced, but our needs for specialized equipments 
and test sites have increased. The Air Force has recognized these 
changing requirements, and has realined its policies and procedures 
to meet this changing production need. 

We recognize the necessity to support specialized research and devel- 
opment and pilot production as required to aggressively pursue new 
weapons programs. But in every case we expect maximum private 
financing for facilities for rate production and we will not support 
any facilities to do work which can reasonably be obtained by 
subcontracting. 

The question of using existing Government or private plants has 
been raised constantly, and will continue to be raised as long as there 
is change in the numbers and types of weapons we are developing and 
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producing. You may be assured that we give most serious consider- 
ation to the use of existing plants every time production of a new 
weapon is initiated. In selecting industrial sources we consider the 
costs for reequipping and retooling, setting up testing sites, transpor- 
tation, availability of people, skills of people, and the usual costs for 
coordination at separate locations. 

For example, we produce the Thor missile at the Santa Monica plant 
of Douglas Aircraft, an older aircraft facility, but the rocket engines 
for this missile are tested at a new specialized site at Santa Susana, 
Calif. In this example we see the adaptation of an older production 
facility to a newer need as well as construction of new facilities to 
satisfy new requirements. 

We can, in some instances, locate new plants on Government-owned 
land, so as to make use of the existing facilities. We have done this 
at. Fort Crowder, Mo., site of Air Force Plant 65, where liquid rocket 
engines are built and tested by Rocketdyne. Also at Modeltown, 
N. Y., Olin-Mathieson operates a new Air Force chemical fuels plant 
on the old Ontario ordnance works site. 

In the future the technical complexities may present more and more 
overriding reasons for not using existing plants. I believe the 
Minuteman is a good example. Final assembly and testing of these 
veapons must be done in remote areas, away from heavily populated 
cities and towns for obvious reasons; yet we expect that the com- 
ponents for this missile will be mainly produced in existing plants. 
However, the size and weight of the solid propellant engines for the 
Minuteman are beyond the c apability of any existing solid propellant 
sources. We are evaluating all potential production sites for these 
rocket engines, but operational problems may dictate that new facili- 
ties be constructed. 

We have 80 Government-owned plants today in the Air Force in- 
ventory, 5 of which are idle. We expect that due to changing w eapon 
programs others will become idle within the next few years. As these 
older plants become idle and as our reviews of foreseeable require- 
ments show no determinable future need, these plants wil] be turned 
over to General Services Administration for disposal. We feel that 
many of these plants stand a better chance of providing future capa- 
bility to us as actively producing facilities in the hands of private 
industry ‘ather than remaining idle in the hands of Government 
awaiting other program. 

Relative to the problem of disposal, in some instances, contractors 
have shown an interest in purchasing a plant before it has become 
completely idle. Air Force Plant 59 at Johnson City, N. Y. is an 
illustration of this situation. The plant, built during World War IT, 
has been used for production of fire control systems by General Elec- 
tric, but current production is running at low ebb and new defense 
programs to completely occupy the facility have not developed for 
the future. At present no authority exists to sell these plants until 
they have become idle and are surplused. This problem of placing 
such plants in private ownership where greater continuity of work- 
load can be developed is being studied ‘for reasonable solutions to 
recommend to the Department of Defense. 

In addition the Air Force has a large inventory of machine tools 
and production equipment, with an estimated value of $1.2 billion 
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largely resulting from production runs of conventional aircraft and 
engines. In past years this was important to our mobilization reserve. 
Now, with our emphasis on forces in being, and with increasing avail- 
ability of privately owned production capacity, we have initiated an 
active program to reduce the size of this inventory, by replacing older 

equipment in active use with newer equipment from the inactive re- 

serve, and by selling excess equipment through normal procedures. 
This has a multiple benefit of decreasing the storage and maintenance 
costs of the inactive reserve, decreasing production costs by use of 
modern equipment, and reducing Government ownership of general 
purpose type production equipment. 

Gentlemen, I have touched briefly on our basic policies regarding 
provision and use of industrial facilities, and have concentrated on 
some of our present and anticipated problems because I am aware of 
your interest in this area. In summary, the Air Force is adapting its 
facility program to satisfy current needs. Most importantly, we are 
continuously planning to meet future industrial requirements. In 
doing our daily business we rely primarily on our contractors to pro- 
vide their own facilities or to subcontract. Where this is not feasible, 
we try to use existing idle plants and equipment, and as a last resort 
construct new facilities. The problems we face and will continue to 
face are inherent to an advancing weapons tec ‘hnology and to Govern- 
ment participation in industrial “produc tion. Thank you, gentleman, 
for the privilege of appearing before you on this important matter. 

Mr. Héserr. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

I am interested in one phase of the statement which you have made, 
which crosses over into another area which I will not explore at this 
time, but I think will be the subject of concern to the committee in the 
future, and that is the weapons concept system as employed by the 
Air Force, which I understand is a program whereby the Air Force 
contracts a lump sum package deal with private industry to produce 
a certain we: upon. Is that a general statement ? 

Secretary Suarp. Essentially that is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Essentially that is correct. As I say, I will not ex- 
plore that area now, but I just want to know this partic ular feature 
of that. Do you allow the contractor to construct new facilities, or 
does he have a free hand or blank check ? 

Secretary Suarp. No, sir. We control what he does to the extent 
that if he is going to construct facilities which obviously will eventu- 
ally be charged to the Government through depreciation, or some 
other factor, and we have facilities available, we insist that he use 
available facilities. 

Mr. Hésertr. Do you explore that very carefully ? 

Secretary Suarp. I would say we do; yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Then how do you neste that w ith the statement that 
you were going to declare surplus I think some 6 or 7 plants? 

Secretary Srarp. It would only be if those plants can’t be used for 
somebody else, just as General Electric was using this plant we are 

talking about, where we allowed them and urged them to use this plant 
as long as it was useful to them. If we can’t find anything to put in, 
then we will declare it surplus. 

But if we can find anything to go into that plant we certainly will 
use it. For instance, we used the large Chicago plant which was 
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owned by the Air Force, insisted that Ford use this plant for the man- 
ufacture of J-57 engines, instead of building another plant. These 
are the kinds of approaches that we make to the problem. , 

Mr. Héperr. Of course, the objective or the policy is the one which 
nobody can disagree on. The only point I make is to evaluate the ex- 
tent to which you go in carrying this policy out, as you actually do. 
You assure the committee that you do follow through ¢ 

Secretary Suare. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. Do you examine and explore other plants which are 
available from the other services ¢ 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. We have just recently, on this Minute- 
man program, in anticipation of a very large production problem, 
asked the contractors to explore, and explore ourselves, the possibili- 
ties of using Army idle loading plants, because they have a great deal 
of real estate and certain facilities available for this type of work. 
We doexplore this with the other services. 

At present, for instance, instead of building a new testing facility, 
we are using the facilities of the Navy on Long Island for testing 
aircraft which are built by the Republic Aircraft. The Navy has this 
facility, and has idle time in it. So we are at the present time actually 
negotiating for further uses of this particular facility. 

Mr. Heéserr. Now, I direct your attention to the statement made 
yesterday by the Army that the Michoud plant was being dismantled. 
This was originally an installation to build aircraft, and, incidentally, 
nothing but wings were ever built there. 

Secretary Swarr. Yes. 

Mr. He&pserr. And the New Orleans port authority acquired the 
Michoud plant for a nominal amount, or practically nothing, the Gov- 
ernment then had to purchase what it gave away. This to me was a 
fantastic proposition. The annual cost has been reduced to a great 
economical standby figure of some $600,000 per year, just to keep the 
doors there. This is a very economical operation, you will agree. 

(Secretary Sharp nods. ) 

Mr. Héserr. $600,000 a year. Now, they tell us on yesterday that 
they are now in the process of dismantling this plant, the machine 
part of it, that is; here you have a huge, modern facility. Have you 
looked into that for future utilization ? 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. If we can find any use for this—we 
screen all of the facilities that are possibly available. 

Mr. Héserr. I don’t say can you or do you, but I say have you 
looked into that particular facility ¢ 

Secretary Suarr. I can’t answer whether or not we have looked into 
that particular one. 

Mr. Hésert. Now, the Army testified yesterday the decision to dis- 
mantle was made some 6 or 8 months ago. 

Secretary Suarp. I can assure you if we have any need for a facility 
of that kind we certainly do. 

Mr. Hé&zerr. Of course, that is a general statement, which we accept. 

Secretary Suarp. Yes. 

Mr. Héserr. Yet when an individual physically sees this huge plant 
standing by and the Government constructing other plants, it just 
doesn’t make sense to the ordinary layman. 
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Secretary Suarp. No, sir; we aren’t constructing any plants, except 
for highly specialized things that have to be, as I pointed out, in 
unusual places—such as test sites for big mills. We can’t put those 
everywhere. 

Mr. Hésert. Then you are not constructing new plants. You say 
in the Minuteman program you will probably need more facilities. 
Here isa plant just beckoning ‘to you. 

Secretary Suarp. If as the Minuteman program goes on, if this 
facility fits the program, it will certainly be given the highest ‘possible 
consideration. We simply do not want to build plants when there 
are plants available. 

Mr. Héserr. I would like to have a particular report on that plant, 
since I am very cognizant of, and know something about it. That is 
the reason I implore that there is an apparent waste of Government 
money in that particular plant. 

Secretary SHarp. Colonel Larkey would like to add something. 

Mr. Héserr. All right, Colonel. 

Colonel Larkery. Sir, in the Minuteman example that Secretary 
Sharp gave, we are talking about large handling facilities and large 
propellant mixing facilities to make very large rocket engines. A 
general production plant with a lot of floor space is not adi apted to 
this because in the mixing operation, and the grinding operation, on 
powder for instance, you have to have widely dispersed buildings. 
The handling facilities for the rocket engines are different. You have 
to heat or treat, that is, cool the rocket propellant in a special facility. 
Most of our firing sites are in hilly locations, so that the noise doesn’t 
bother surrounding communities. It is very specialized. 

Mr. Hésert. I presume you are talking about such a place as 
Indianhead, which is nearby. 

Colonel Larxey. W ell, sir, Indianhead, as you have looked at very 
carefully in the hearings ‘this year, is one of the sources considered as 
we look for sites. This is a complete Department of Defense opera- 
tion. As we look over the whole field and build the requirement, it 
gets rescreened, as the Air Force goes to the Department of Defense 
for funds, if we anticipate building a new plant. So actually it gets 
two screenings. One on our basic surveys, when we are looking for 
a location for a heavy propellant mixing facility, for instance, and 
casting facility, and, second, after we have determined that there is 
no facility available, as we go through our channels into the Depart- 
ment of Defense, it gets a rescreening. And Secretary Sharp’s office 
within the Air Force, and then on to the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Héperr. And there would be no prohibition against using the 
facilities of a sister service ? 

Colonel Larker. No, sir. 

Secretary Suarp. No, sir; notatall. Ithink actually what we were 
surveying is the C amden rocket loading plant belonging to the Navy, 
in Camden, Ark., because it was one of these enormous things that 
had the spread out facilities, and it was in an isolated location. This 
doesn’t mean we are going to move in there, but it means we are look- 
ing at that, and a lot of other operations of that kind, which are 

operated by the other services. 

Mr. Hésert. Now, Mr. Secretary, I don’t know whether this is 
accurate, or not, but it has been reported that the Thor and the Jupiter 
will give way to the ICBM. 
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Secretary Suarp. I read that in the paper, too, yesterday. 

Mr. Héverr. Was that your first knowledge of it? 

Secretary Sarr. I had inklings of it, but it is my first knowledge 
that it had been effected. 

Mr. Héserr. How much money do you have tied up in plants for 
the manufacture of Thor ? 

Secretary Suarp. Well, that is done at an existing plant in Santa 
Monica, Calif. That plant is owned by Douglas Aircraft ? 

Colonel Larkery. Douglas. 

Secretary Suarp. That will not, of course, be a public plant. 

Mr. Hésert. That will not affect Government facilities ? 

Secretary SuHarp. No. 

Mr. Heéserr. If you do abandon Thor in favor of the ICBM ? 

Colonel Larkry. Well, sir, it may in this case affect rocket engine fa- 
cilities because we have built specialized test facilities for liquid 
rocket engines, and that is for Thor and Jupiter and Redstone and 
Atlas and Titan. They all use these big rocket engines. And as the 
need diminishes for liquid rocket engine test sites it may affect it. We 
do not know what the future outlook is in detail. 

Secretary Suarp. I wouldn’t say this Thor-Jupiter decision would 
have much effect on the engine, because we use the same engines in 
the Atlas as we do in the Thor-Jupiter. 

Mr. Héserr. Convair is the contractor on that ? 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héverr. And Titan. Aren’t you building new facilities for 
Titan ? 

Secretary Suarp. Martin is; yes, sir. Their facilities were built— 
and this was carefully screened over many, many months to see if 
there was some place we could put the Titan where they could fire 
their missile, test fire their missile—not shoot them off, but static test 
fire their missiles, at any existing location, and we were unable to find 
any place except—well, there probably would have been other places, 
but we couldn’t find any place that had any existing facilities where 
they could fire these missiles as they could outside of Denver, where 
there were some canyons that they could put the firing sites in so they 
would be separated from each other, and be far away from the center 
of population, where they actually fired the missiles. 

It is pretty dangerous business firing these missiles, and also it is 
terribly noisy. Noone can work near it. 

Mr. Hé&sert. Of course, Mr. Secretary, the concern of the com- 
mittee is that full utilization be given to existing facilities and as a 
last resort new facilities should be constructed. The committee is 
not omnipotent in any sense of the word. We can only trace down these 
particular instances when they do come to our attention. 

I want you to know most definitely that the committee will continue 
its concern, and if it finds an instance of, a specific instance which we 
can talk about, as I cite the Michoud—that we can talk about and know 
exactly what the policy of the Department is, and how that policy is 
carried out, that is our objective. 

Secretary Suarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Héserr. And we will pursue it in that way, as we come upon 
individual cases. 
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Secretary Smarr. Mr. Chairman, we very much appreciate any 
individual cases. This is a real big organization. If we have over- 
looked some, we certainly would appreciate this committee calling 
them to our attention before a decision is made, that something is 
going to become idle. Every once in a while our communications 
system is not quite as good as it ought to be, and quite as rapid. So 
we would appreciate any help you could give. We don’t want to build 
any facility 

Mr. Hésert. Under our so-called system of government, of repre- 
sentation, I am sure that the Congressman from each district. will be 
the first to know about an individual case, and would come immedi- 
ately to this committee, and this committee would immediately go to 
you. 

Secretary SuHarp. And this is very helpful to us; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hézerr. We hope it is helpful to us, too. 

Secretary Suarp. I hope it is helpful to you, too. 

Mr. Heéperr. Mr. Hess. 

Mr. Hess. No questions. 

Mr. Héserr. Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. No questions. 

Mr. Hépert. Mr. Lankford ? 

Mr. Lanxrorp. No questions. 

Mr. Hesertr. Mr. Courtney ? 

Mr. Courtney. We have some additional questions with relation to 
some of the answers, Mr. Secretary, which will be submitted, having 
to do principally with the method of equating competitive bidding in 
Government facilities, or semi-Government-owned facilities. And 
with that additional material, which will be relatively simple, we will 
close the record on this at this time, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. CrarrMan. I think the subcommittee might be interested at 
this point in the observations of the Appropriations Committee in the 
report, in its report on the last session, on the military construction 
bill, for fiscal 1959, Report No. 2238 

The committee observes that— 





All too frequently the responsibility for the utilization of existing facilities is 
left up to the military services, who are loath to release any facilities and equally 
reluctant to use facilities other than their own. 

The committee observes— 

The actual responsibility rests solely with the Secretary of Defense and cannot 
be passed off to the military services. To insure that a thorough review will be 
made of these facilities in connection with the implementation of the fiscal 1959 
program and with the programs in future years, the committee calls on the 
Secretary of Defense to pool under his cognizance all such facilities and prop- 
erties so as to have them immediately available for use or transfer to meet the 
needs of any of the military services in a manner to provide for the maximum 
utilization of existing facilities. 

Mr. Hépsertr. Well, that brings it right into the area of the Defense 
Department, itself, Mr. C ourtney 

Mr. Courtney. That is the observation of the House Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

Mr. Hesert. The House Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Courtney. Now, the matter of military construction authori- 
zation is the cognizance of this committee, and the suggestion of per- 
tinency comes also from the Appropriations Committee which has 
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the same obligation and the same interest, excepting that one appro- 
priates money and the other authorizes construction. 

Secretary Suarr. Well, the only comment I have, sir, is every time 
we try to build something we have a terrible time getting it through 
the Department of Defense, because they always think we can use 
something that is existent, and they make a lot of suggestions to us, 
which we appreciate. We have to prove that we can’t get along with 
the particular installations that they point out before they will allow 
us to construct anything or to furnish any facilities. 

Mr. Hésert. What is your batting average of approval ? 

Secretary Sxarp. I would say it is about .500. 

Mr. Héserr. A man who hits .500 is ina pretty good league. 

Secretary Suarr. Well, we have long since learned that we are just 
wasting our time if we don’t screen it mighty carefully first, ourselves. 
Otherwise, we are just wasting our time going to the Department of 
Defense to ask for the right to go ahead and build something. 

Mr. Hépert. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, and Colo- 
nel. Weappreciate your appearance. 

Secretary Suarr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Hésert. Members of the committee, we have our colleague, Mr. 
Baker, of Tennessee, with us. 

Mr. Baker, we will be very pleased to hear the statement you have 
tomake. Sit at the witness table. 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Courtney. Hon. Howard Baker, of Teinessee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD H. BAKER, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this opportunity 
of appearing briefly before the committee. 

I am Howard H. Baker, Member of the House from the Second 
District of Tennessee. 

I would like to read in the record a letter which I addressed to the 
chairman of this committee on November 26. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In connection with your subcommittee hearings on the 
subject of a study of unused plant facilities of the Department of Defense, I 
respectfully ask that a study be made of the unused plant facilities at McGhee- 
Tyson Air Force Base, near Knoxville, Tenn., which was deactivated January 1, 
1958. 

This installation was a fighter-interceptor squadron upon which the Depart- 
ment of Defense had spent almost $10 million at the time of deactivation. I 
attach hereto telegram to me dated October 18, 1957, from Maj. Gen. Joe W. 
Kelly sustaining this statement. 

Senators Kefauver and Gore, Congressman Reece, and I, on several occa- 
sions have called this matter to the personal attention of the Secretary of the 
Air Force and urged him to locate some other Air Force installation at McGhee- 
Tyson. 

I enclose Verifax copy of the letter to me under date of September 17, 1957, 
from the Honorable James H. Douglas, Secretary of the Air Force, together 
with copies of my telegrams to Mr. Douglas under date of August 29, 1957, and 
September 3, 1957. 

I also enclose the following copies from my files: 

Letter from me to Secretary Douglas, dated January 28, 1958. 

Letter from Secretary Douglas to me dated March 17, 1958. 

My letter to the Secretary under date of March 6, 1958. 

Letter from Frank Corbett, president, Blount County Chamber of Commerce, 
under date of January 29, 1958, to the Secretary of the Air Force. 
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I am informed by the mayor of the city of Knoxville, Tenn., that the sum of 
$570,950 was spent by the city of Knoxville in purchasing real estate for this 
base, at the request of the Department of the Air Force. This consists of about 
a thousand acres of land which is now useless to the city of Knoxville. The 
lease runs to 1971. The city of Knoxville borrowed this money and is now 
paying interest on the bonds. 

During the last session of Congress, I introduced a bill directing the reim- 
bursement of this amount to the city of Knoxville, copy of which I am enclosing. 

I also enclose copy of my telegram of March 13, 1958, to the Secretary of the 
Air Force, calling his attention to the fact that metropolitan Knoxville had 
15,500 persons out of employment and that this area qualifies for priority in 
establishment of defense installations. 

I call to your especial attention copy of the letter to me under date of April 
7, 1958, from Maj. Gen. Joe W. Kelly, which contains the following very 
important and significant statement: “I have been informed that the Air Force 
originally agreed to reimburse the city of Knoxville for its investment in the 
McGhee-Tyson Airport on an annual rental basis. The lease, upon which this 
annual rental is based, is currently in effect.” 

That concludes the letter. 

The lease is a 20-year lease, which figures approximately $28,000 
a year. 

In the spring of 1958, a Nation] Guard unit was put there, but on a 
very small basis, from the standpoint of personnel and otherwise. And 
I am informed by the mayor that they have undertaken to renegotiate 
the lease for a dollar a year, but that hasn’t been done. 

Now, my exhibits show that a great deal of housing was built there, 
both by private industry and by the Government. I think the figure 
shows—I will read one paragraph of one of the exhibits. 

This is dated January 29, 1958. 

Due to the recent withdrawal of the Air Force from McGhee-Tyson and em- 
ployment cutbacks in local industry, we presently have some 127 homes for 
sale and a larger number of rental property available. Also, due to the condition 
just stated, there are some 2,400 persons now drawing unemployment compen- 
sation with an estimated 1,500 having completed their unemployment aid. This, 
as you can readily see, has given us cause for serious concern, and if these 
conditions should continue a greater length of time we are faced with a serious 
economic condition. 

It has not improved. 


Prior to the closing of McGhee-Tyson airbase runway facilities were being 
enlarged to accommodate much larger planes. As I understand, approximately 50 
percent of this construction has been completed. 

McGhee-Tyson is located adjacent to the commercial airport, which 
is about 12 miles south of Knoxville, and is at Alcoa. Maryville and 
Alcoa are twin towns of perhaps 15,000 population and a great deal of 
housing was built just for this purpose on the assumption that it was 
more or less permanent, and it has contributed very materially to the 
economic conditions in that neighborhood. 

Oak Ridge is located only about 15 miles from this base. The larg- 
est aluminum plant in the world is just across the highway. 

All of the TVA dams and steam plants are within 50 or 60 miles of 
the base. Personally, I don’t know of any place that needs protection 
more than that. 

One time when I discussed it with the Air Force and the Army, I 
thought there would be Nike installations there. Well, the Army 
built housing facilities, and an administration building at Oak Ridge 
for Nike and for bases, but there has been no Nike, and that has been 
going on 2 years. The administration building is not being used at all. 
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I will deeply appreciate if this committee would explore both those 
subjects, of McGhee-Tyson being of greater importance from an eco- 
nomic standpoint, and the Nike installations, where they have simply 
3 or 4 or a half dozen caretakers at Oak Ridge. 

I have been through this plant several times, at the airbase. They 
had about 1,500 personnel. Of course, with a payroll of around $6 
million, from that standpoint it is a most serious blow to the Knox- 
ville, Maryville-Alcoa communities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Héserr. Well, I am sure, Mr. Baker, you realize that this par- 
ticular case is not unusual as far as the military is concerned. 

I think that the sooner that our people in our communities, our 
municipalities, realize that the most unreliable promise in the world 
is that of the military services for permanency, that they will be bet- 
ter off. That is one of the concerns of this committee. 

In many areas, such as this area you described—they are to be found 
throughout the country, whereby the services, particularly the Air 
Force and the Army, went into these areas and promised the people 
the moon, with ribbons on it, and the local communities dug down in 
their pockets to bring these installations into the community, onl 
to wake up one morning and learn that the word of the service didn't 
mean what it said at all. 

Mr. Baxer. It sort of makes it tough on a Member of Congress 
representing such a district. 

Mr. Hésert. Because that Member goes in and tries to get that 
installation, taking the word of the service. It has been a source of 
great concern to this committee, over a period of time. It is about 
time that the services do get some permanency in their own planning 
and not mislead people. And the people of this country have been 
misled, under the impression that they were to have the security of 
permanency, only to find out that they don’t have it. 

I know an example with LeRoy Johnson, in New Orleans, whereby 
the Government has a 99-year lease at $1 a year—we are not as good 
traders as you down in Knoxville, where you got $28,000 a year on 
a 20-year lease—of the most highly desirable residential property, on 
the basis that it would be a permanent installation. That was some 
10 or 12 years ago, and I don’t think there has been a permanent peg 
driven in the ground. 

Now, this situation that you bring to the attention of the committee 
I think is one that should cause concern to all of us. We should cer- 
tainly have some form of statement out of the military as to whether 
they intend to keep their word or not. 

Mr. Baxer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I ask permission that the exhibits also be put in the record. 

Mr. Héverr. Oh, yes, certainly. 

(The exhibits to Mr. Baker’s statement are as follows :) 

Sewart AFB, TENN. 17. 
Hon. Howarp H. Baker, 
Representative in Congress, Knogrville, Tenn, 

Reference your wire McGhee-Tyson Airport. Base activated as military in- 
stallation January 1951. Air Defense Command assumed jurisdiction April 
1951. Closure of 38 Air Force installations announced to date plus 1 pending 
transfer to Navy. Closures are associated with economy moves and more effec- 
tive base utilization in a declining force structure. Approximately $9,671,940 in- 
vestment on McGhee-Tyson through 1957 including projects under construction 
or contract. Mission of 354th Fighter-Interceptor Squadron was that of general 
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area defense. Upon inactivation, mission will be assumed by other fighter-inter- 
ceptor units in the general area, assisted by missile defenses. Primary mission 
of 469th Fighter-Interceptor Squadron was training for future oversea deploy- 
ment. Decision to inactivate units at base took into consideration more efficient 
and effective air defense weapons becoming available which permit a wider 
range of application. 

Information on number of men serving at McGhee-Tyson since activation not 
readily available. Approximately 1,155 military and 174 civilians involved at 
present time. 

Maj. Gen. Jor W. KELLY, 
USAF Director, 
Legislative Liaison Office of the Secretary of the Air Force. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, September 17, 1957. 
Hon. Howarp H. Baker, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. Baker: I refer to your telegrams of August 29 and September 3, 
1957, concerning the announcement of the decision to inactivate the 354th and 
469th Fighter-Interceptor Squadrons at McGhee-Tyson Airport, Tenn. This 
decision was made only after a thorough consideration of the impact of this 
course of action on military and civilian interests in the Knoxville area. 

The decision to inactivate McGhee-Tyson Airport was based upon both mili- 
tary and economic considerations. The mission of the 354th Fighter-Inter- 
ceptor Squadron was that of general area defense, which upon inactivation 
will be assumed by other fighter-interceptor units in the general area, assisted 
by missile defenses. 

The 469th Fighter-Interceptor Squadron, while active in air defense, was 
assigned the primary mission of training for future deployment to an oversea 
station. This deployment has now been canceled and a similar unit presently 
overseas will be deployed to fulfill this commitment. 

The vital defense installations in the Knoxville area were recognized in mak- 
ing the decision to inactivate the Air Defense Command units. Such actions 
are an outgrowth of more efficient and effective air defense weapons becoming 
available which permit a wider range of application. I am sure you will agree 
to the soundness of the economics and logic of redeploying a tactical unit al- 
ready overseas, as opposed to sending one over and bringing a second back to 
the United States. 

In response to your query concerning Air Force investment at McGhee- 
Tyson Airport, prior to June 30, 1957, our records indicate expenditures amount- 
ing to $8,153,297. Projects under construction or contract amount to $1,718,648 
which makes a grand total of $9,671,940 invested in that installation. The 
above sum represents expenditures from fiscal year 1950 through 1957. 

A proposal is currently under study to activate a National Guard unit in the 
Knoxville area. In this event, Air Force facilities at MeGhee-Tyson will be 
made available to the National Guard. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES H. DOUGLAS. 


AvucustT 29, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES H. DovuG.Las, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
Washington, D. C. 

I have just been advised by Maj. Gen. Joe W. Kelly that 354th and 469th 
Fighter-Interceptor Squadrons are programed for inactivation during the third 
quarter of fiscal year 1958. 

Respectfully and earnestly urge you to review and reconsider this decision. 
Atomic energy plants, Oak Ridge, TVA dams and steam plants, aluminum com- 
pany plants, and many other vital defense installations are located within a 
few miles of McGhee-Tyson. Will you please personally review this matter. 

Howarp H. BAKER, 
Member of Congress, 
Second District, Tenn. 
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SEPTEMBER 3, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES H,. DOUGLAS, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Referring further to my telegram to you August 29, 1957, in which I urged 
you to review and reconsider inactivation 354th and 469th Fighter-Interceptor 
Squadrons, McGhee Tyson Air Force Base. 

I am sure that you will take into account in making this review and investiga- 
tion the fact that the United States has very large investment at McGhee-Tyson 
and is currently spending, as I understand, in the neighborhood of $2 million 
there. 

Will you please advise me as promptly as possible the total amount of money 
which has been spent and contracted for at McGhee Tyson, and what the plans 
of the Air Force are in respect to this expenditure in the event the proposed 
inactivation is carried through. 

I again most respectfully urge you to reconsider this decision and urge that 
you give your personal attention to the matter. 

Howarp H. BAKER, 
Member of Congress, 
Second District, Tennessee. 


HOvuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., January 28, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES H. DovuGLas, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Douctas: I am sure that you are familiar with the situation at 
McGhee Tyson Air Force Base, near Knoxville, Tenn., which is in the district 
which I represent in the Congress, and which was deactivated about the 1st of 
January of this year, and concerning which we have had considerable corre- 
spondence. 

Without going into details, with which I am sure you are fully familiar, I 
recall to your attention the fact that the Government has spent several million 
dollars there, and that the local communities of Maryville and Alcoa provided a 
great deal of housing facilities for the personnel in addition to the housing 
established by the Government. 

The atomic-energy installations at Oak Ridge are only 20 miles away. One 
of the largest, if not the largest, aluminum fabricating plants in the world is 
located just across the highway. All of the TVA dams, reservoirs, and steam 
plants—so vital to the national security—are within a few minutes flying time of 
McGhee Tyson. 

A unit of the Air National Guard has been established there, but only utilizes 
a very small part of the facilities. 

Deactivation of the unit has produced a tremendous impact on the communi- 
ties of Alcoa, Maryville, and Knoxville, as evidenced by a group of 62 telegrams 
which I am enclosing in this communication. 

Il again strongly urge upon you the establishment of a unit of the Strategie 
Air Command or some other suitable Air Force installation at McGhee Tyson. 

Sincerely, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 17, 1958. 
Hon. HowaArp H. BAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BAKER: Since our meeting on February 6, 1958, we have again 
evaluated the McGhee-Tyson Airport, Tenn., for possible utilization by an Air 
Force unit. 

In our Strategic Air Command dispersal program, we try to utilize northern 
bases as far as possible and would be very reluctant to undertake substantial 
new construction for tankers as far south as McGhee-Tyson. An additional 
factor is the operating costs, of a continuing nature, associated with a tanker 
unit as the sole user of a base. We attempt to located our tanker aircraft on 
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bases with other Air Force organizations, with the consequent saving, Air Force- 
wide, in base operating costs and manpower. 

In our review, consideration was also given to locating an air defense missile 
unit at McGhee-Tyson Airport. Our present view is that the location is un- 
suitable. However, you may be assured that it will be given every considera- 
tion should any new development bring about a requirement for Air Force 
facilities in that area. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES H. DOUGLAS. 


Marcu 6, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES H. DouGLAs, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: In connection with our discussions relative to reactiva- 
tion of McGhee-Tyson Air Force Base, near Knoxville, Tenn., I enclose the fol- 
lowing telegram from J. W. Dance, mayor, city of Knoxville, Tenn. : 


‘Hon. Howarp H. BAKER, 
“House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

“Reference your wire, total amount city investment McGhee-Tyson Airport 
$1,858,571; Government expenditures $7,159,316; total cost $9,017,887; total 
bonds issued by city for this purpose $1,400,000. 

“J. W. DANCE, 
“Mayor, City of Knowville.” 


I am sure that in arriving at your decision concerning reactivation of this 
base you will give due consideration to the contents of this telegram and to the 
situation of the city of Knoxville. 

May I again thank you for your courteous and thorough consideration given 
to us on the occasion of our recent conference with you. 

Sincerely, 
Howarp H. BAKER. 


BLountT CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Maryville, Tenn., January 29, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES H. DouG.as, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
The Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: AS you are perhaps aware, the McGhee-Tyson Airbase 
adjacent to Maryville-Alcoa and Knoville, Tenn., was recently closed and the 
Air Force units removed. Inasmuch as we understood at the time that this 
Was a necessary Government economy and a military decision and, though 
extremely regretful to see such happen, we did not oppose the closing of the 
airbase. 

Through the medium of the press, we now learn that the Strategic Air 
Command proposes to disperse its units throughout the country, using air- 
bases, where available, that have been vacated by other units of the Air Force. 
The facilities afforded by the McGhee-Tyson Airbase include complete naviga- 
tion aids, operational facilities, new base access roads, exceptional recreational 
facilities, chapel, close proximity to schools, and more than adequate housing 
facilities. 

Due to the recent withdrawal of the Air Force from McGhee-Tyson and 
employment cutbacks in local industry, we presently have some 127 homes for 
sale and a larger number of rental property available. Also due to the condi- 
tions just stated, there are some 2,400 persons now drawing unemployment 
compensation, with an estimated 1,500 having completed their unemployment 
aid. This, as you can readily see, has given us cause for serious concern; and 
if these conditions should continue for any length of time we are faced with 
a serious economic condition. 

Prior to the closing of McGhee-Tyson Airbase, runway facilities were being 
enlarged to accommodate much larger planes. It is our understanding that 
approximately 50 percent of this construction has been completed. 
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In view of the foregoing facts and what we believe would represent a tre- 
mendous saving to the Government, comparing the use of McGhee-Tyson to 
the building of a new base, we sincerely request and strongly urge your con- 
sideration in the establishing of a Strategic Air Command unit or any other 
Air Force unit at McGhee-Tyson Airbase. 

The twin cities of Maryville-Alcoa have held in high esteem the former 
units of the Air Force stationed at MeGhee-Tyson and have been proud to share 
with the men of these units the splendid records they achieved while based at 
McGhee-Tyson. We likewise would again welcome the opportunity to work 
with and be neighbors to any members of the Air Force who might be stationed 
at McGhee-Tyson in the future. 

We would deem it an honor and a great pleasure if you could find the time 
to make a personal visit to McGhee-Tyson and give us the opportunity to show 
you firsthand the splendid facilities that are now available and to give you a 
better opportunity to sample the high regard and feeling which our citizens 
have for members of the Air Force. 

We shall be deeply indebted to you for your every consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
Biount CouNTy CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
FRANK Corbett, President. 


H. R. 11699 


A BILL To provide that the Secretary of the Treasury shall purchase certain real property 
from the city of Knoxville, Tenn. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to purchase from the city of Knoxville, Tenn., for the 
sum of $570,950, the real property purchased by such city at the request of the 
Department of the Air Force for use by such Department as a part of the 
McGhee-Tyson Air Force Base, Tenn. Such sum represents the cost to the 
city of Knoxville of furnishing such real property to the Department of the 
Air Force. 





Hon. JAMES H. DouGLas, 
Secretary of the Air Force, 
Washington, D.C. 

May I call to your attention in connection with your consideration of McGhee 
Tyson Air Force Base that according to the Department of Labor, metropoli- 
tan Knoxville last month had 15,500 persons out of employment and that this 
area qualifies under the recent directive for priority. 

Howarp H. Baker, 
Member of Congress, Second District, Tennessee. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 7, 1958. 
Hon. Howarp H. Baker, 
House of Representatives. 

DeAR MR. BAKER: This is in further response to your inquiry in which you 
suggested that the Air Force reimburse the city of Knoxville, Tenn., for its costs 
in association with the McGhee-Tyson Airport. 

I have been informed that the Air Force originally agreed to reimburse the 
city of Knoxville for its investment in the McGhee-Tyson Airport on an annual 
rental basis. The lease, upon which this annual rental is based, is currently 
in effect. In this connection the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
has been requested by the Air Force to renegotiate this lease to provide for 
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payment of the annual rentals by the Air National Guard, as of July 1, 1958. 
The term of the renegotiated lease would be the same as that originally agreed 
upon by the Air Force and the city of Knoxville. 
Sincerely yours, 
BourRNE ADKISON, 
Colonel, USAF, Deputy Director. 
(For and in the Absence of Joe W. Kelly, Major General, USAF, Direc- 
tor, Legislative Liaison ). 
Mr. Hésert. Thank you very much, Mr. Baker. We appreciate 
your coming. 
Now, the committee will stand in recess until 9:30 tomorrow 
morning. 
Now, the committee will go in executive session. 
(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 
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APPENDIX 


INFORMATION REQUESTED BY SUBCOMMITTEE FOR 
SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES ON ARMY GOVERNMENT-OWNED 


INDUSTRIAL PLANTS 

CONTENTS 

Part I. Government-owned industrial facilities not in use or in 
caretaker status. 

Part Il. Government-owned industrial facilities partially or wholly 
in use by Government contractor for other than intended purpose. 

Part III. Industrial facilities contracted during fiscal years 1957 and 
1958 and those currently contracted for. 


CHEMICAL CORPS 


Part I. Government-owned industrial facilities not in use or in 
caretaker status: 
Marshall Chemical Corps Plant. 
New Cumberland General Depot. 
Niagara Falls Chemical Plant. 
Owl 4X Chemical Plant. 
Chemical Phosphate Development Works. 
Part II. Government-owned indie rial facilities partially or wholly 
in use by Government contractor for other than intended purpose: 


Seattle Chemical Plant. 
St. Louis Chemical Plant. 
Part III. Industrial facilities constructed during fiscal years 1957 and 
1958 and those currently contracted for: Rocky Mountain Arsenal. 


Part I. GoverNMENT-OwNeEpD InpustriaL Facruitres (U) Nor rm Usa 
OR IN CARETAKER STATUS 


A. Plant name: Marshall Chemical Corps Plant. 
B. Location: Natrium, W. Va. 


C. Intended purpose : 
1. Supertropical bleach (STB). 
2. Hexachlorethane (HC). 
3. RH-195. 
4, Acetylene tetrachloride. 
D. Acquisition cost, $6,414,001; replacement cost, $14,900,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 
Rail: Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. 


Water: Ohio River. 
Roads: West Virginia State Route No. 2. 
1161 
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2. Manufacturing areas: 
General chemicals, i. @. 
Columbia Geathors Chemical, division of Pittsburgh 
Plate Glass Co. 
Monsanto, Mobray Chemical Co. 
Linde Air Products. 
3. Material sources: Wheeling, W. Va. (40 miles distant). 
F. Annual cost of upkeep : $166,000. 
G. Description of real property : 
1, Number and type o shbetidines: 
Production (permanent and semi- permanent), 
Nonproduction (permanent and semipermanent ¥ 
2. Acreage: 84.39. 
3. Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : 
Electric power : W heeling E lectrie Co. 
Sewer and water: Available within plant area. 
Gas: None available. 
4. Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry or 
Capehart housing) : 
(1) Wholly used : None. 
(2) Partially used : None. 
(3) Unused: None. 

H. Remarks (state if declared excess or in process to declare excess) : 
The plant facilities are being maintained on an annual maintenance 
contract with Columbia-Southern Chemical Co. The maintenance 
contractor is presently occupying warehouse space (13,000 square feet ) 
under lease DA-—15-029-EN G-3168 in buildings 301 and 901. The con- 
tractor also has three 110,000-gallon storage tanks under lease DA-36- 
058-ENG-3571. 


A. Plant name: New Cumberland Chemical Corps Clothing Im- 
pregnating Plant. 
B. Location: New Cumberland General Depot, New Cumber- 
land, Pa. 
C. Intended purpose: Impregnation of military clothing with 
(XXCC3) (aqueous process). 
D. Acquisition cost, $663,597 ; replacement cost, $1,700,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: 
(a) Rail: Main-line northern central branch of the Penn- 
iaaiie Railroad. 
(6) Water: Susquehanna River, not navigable. 
(c) Air: Airfield west boundary of depot adjacent to Har- 
risburg State Airport. 
(d) Roads: United States Highway No. 111, which serves 
access road (Marsh Run Road) to New Cumberland Depot. 
. Manufacturing areas: Coal and steel industries. 
Material sources: XXCC3 is furnished by Niagara Falls 
Chemie ‘al Corps Plant, Niagara Falls, N. Y. 
F. Annual cost of upkeep: $3,000. 
G. Description of real property: 
1. Number and type of buildings: Building No. 21, permanent 
construction. 
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2. Acreage: Building site assigned 35,000 square feet, approxi- 
nately 0.8 acre, within ‘New Cumberland General Depot installa- 
tion. 

Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.): Utilities and utility 
services are furnished by the New Cumberland General Depot. 

4. Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry and 
Capehart housing) : 

(1) Wholly used: None.? 
(2) Partially used: None.* 
3) Unused: None.’ 
H. Remarks: (State if excess or in process of being declared ex- 
cess ).? 


A. Plant name: Niagara Falls Chemical Corps Plant. 
B. Location: Niagara Falls, N. Y. 
C. “ae purpose : 
. Impregnite (X XCC3). 
Impregnite, CC2 (component of M7A1 crayon). 
D. seamen cost, $4,875,890; replacement cost, $12,900,000. 
Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 
(a2) Railroad: New York Central Railroad, Erie Rail- 
road. 
(b) Waterways: Niagara River (navigable to Lake Erie). 
(c) Airways: Municipal Airport, Buffalo Airport, and 
naval air station. 
(7d) Highways: U.S. Route 62, with access to New York 
Thruway. 
Manufacturing areas: 
(a) Chemical industries. 
(6) Machine-tool industries. 
(c) Foundry products. 
(7) Steel industries. 
(e) Municipal power companies. 
3. Material sources: 
(a) Zine oxide: New Jersey Zine Sales, Palmerton, Pa. 
(4) Soda ash: Solvay Process (Allied Chemicals). 
(ce) Aniline, tech.: Dow Chemical Co., Midland, Mich. 
(72) Chlorine: Olin-Mathieson Chemical Co., New York. 
(e) Chlorine: Diamond Alkali Co., Cleveland, Ohio. 
(f) Chlorine: Hooker Electro-Chemical Co., New York. 
Other materials and supplies obtainable in Buffalo and 
Tonawanda, N. Y. 
F. Annual cost of upkeep : $159,000. 
G. Description of real property : 
1. Number and type of buildings: 
Production (permanent ), 9. 


oe 
= 
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1 Available housing is under the supervision of New Cumberland General Depot (Quarter- 
master Corps). 

2 All long-lead time Government-owned equipment necessary for reactivation of this plant 
for the aqueous impregnation process is preserved for extended standby and stored in 
a 21 or nearby sectors of the chemical section area of the New Cumberland General 

epot. 
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Nonproduction (permanent and semipermanent), 26. 
2. Acreage: 5. 
3. Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : 

Electric power : Niagara Falls Power Co. 

Water: City of Niagara Falls. 

Gas: None. 
4. Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry or 

Capehart housing) : 
1) Wholly used : None. 

(2) Partially a; : None. 

(3) Unused: None. 

H. Remarks (state if ‘declared excess or in process to declare ex- 
cess) : The plant is maintained by the Olin-Mathieson Chemical Corp. 
The maintenance contractor is presently occupying buildings 8, 9, 
16, 22, and 30 on rent-free basis for use on Government cost-type con- 
tracts. Reimbursement is received as credit to the maintenance con- 
tracts and charged to the cost-type contract for occupied areas. 


A. Plant name: Owl 4X Chemical Corps Plant. 

B. Location : Azusa, Calif. 

C. Intended purpose: Manufacture and munitions filling of cyano- 
gen chloride (CK) (obsolete) 

D. Acquisition cost, $4,031,651 ; replacement cost, $9,100,000. 

E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 

Rail: Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, Pacific Elec- 
tric Railway Co. 

Roads : United States Highway 66. 

Air: 25 miles from Los Angeles International Airport. 
Manufacturing areas: 

Aircraft. 

Electronics. 

General manufacturing industries. 

3. Material sources: General suppliers in metropolitan Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $20,000 (fiscal year 1959 cost, July 1, 
1958 through Apr. 1, 1959, $14,685). 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: 47 buildings; steel frame and 
corrugated iron sidings on buildings devoted to chemical opera- 
tions. Warehouses on administrative buildings are wood frame 
with gypsum board sidings. Steel process and storage tanks on 
outside. 

2. Acreage: 39 acres, leased from American Cyanamid Co. for 
$1 per year. 

Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : 
Electric power : Southern California Edison Co. 
Water: City of ‘Azusa. 
Other utilities available at plant site. 

4. Personnel housing available: None at site. Housing is avail- 
able in Azusa, Calif., and nearby communities. 
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H. Remarks: Plant was declared excess to DOD on September 20, 
1957. Inventory was transferred to GSA for disposal on January 17, 
1958. Chemical Corps maintenance obligations end on April 1, 1959. 


A. Plant name: Chemical Corps Phosphate Development Works. 

B. Location: Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

C. Intended purpose: Methyl dichloro phosphine oxide (GB inter- 
mediate). 

D. Acquisition cost, $52,332,775; replacement cost $66,900,000. 

E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: 

Rail: Southern Railroad, Louisville & Nashville Railroad. 

Roads: State Highway No. 133. 

Truck: TVA, Wilson Dam, Ala. 

Air: Muscle Shoals Airport, Ala. 

Water: Tennessee River. 

2. Manufacturing areas: 

Steel and aluminum production. 

Machinery. 

Lumber. 

Hydroelectric power. 

Fertilizer. 

3. Material sources: 

Chlorine: Diamond Alkali Co., Muscle Shoals, Ala. Other 
materials and supplies are obtained and/or furnished by 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $320,000, first-year maintenance; 
$400,000, subsequent years. 

G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: 
Production (permanent), 15. 
Nonproduction (permanent and semipermanent), 17. 
2. Acreage: 50 acres (owned by TVA). 
3. Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.): All utilities are sup- 
plied by TVA and are adequate. 
4, Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry or 
Capehart housing) : 

(1) Wholly used: None. 

(2) Partially used: None. 

(3) Unused: None. 

H. Remarks (state if declared excess or in process to declare excess) : 
This plant is being processed for extended standby under minimum 
power, and will be maintained under contract by Tennessee Valley 
Authority. The chemical produced by this plant is not obtainable 
commercially. 
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Part II. GoveRNMENT-OwneED INpusTRIAL Facriuirres PARTIALLY 
oR WHOLLY IN Use By GOVERNMENT CONTRACTOR FOR OTHER THAN 
INTENDED PURPOSE 


A. Plant name: Seattle Chemical Corps Plant. 

B. Location: Seattle, Wash. 

C. Intended purpose: Manufacturer of activated charcoal and 
Whetlerite (charcoal, impregnated, type ASC). 

D. Acquisition cost, $906,725 ; replac ement cost, $2,100,000. 

E. Owner of realty: United States Government (U. S. Army 
Chemical Corps). 

F. Government property : 

1. Reichhold Chemicals, Inc., leases the entire facility for com- 
mercial manufacture of phenol-formaldehyde type resins. ‘The 
actual charcoal and Whetlerite manufacturing portions of the 
plant are not being used, and are maintained in extended standby 
under minimum power at lessee’s expense. ‘The lessee is using the 
administrative buildings, boilerhouse, and utilities portion of the 
facility, and has constructed his own chemical processing plant 
on the site. He also uses one end of the Whetlerizing building 
(primarily a storage area) in which he has installed several 
process kettles of his own. 

2. Rental arrangements: Under lease No. W35-063-ENG-126 
with the Seattle district engineer, Corps of E ngineers, Reichhold 
Chemicals pays an annual lease rental of $24,000 for the plant, 
payable to United States Treasury, miscellaneous receipts. 

G. Present usage: 

1. Private production: Commercial manufacture of phenol- 
ere ys rg resins and associated commercial chemicals. As 
stated in F. 1. above, production is accomplished by lessee’s own 
equipment a plant constructed on the Government-owned land. 
Lessee uses Government-owned utilities and administrative areas 

There is no restriction in the lease as to use of the plant in 
Government contractual work. 

2. Government work: Production is primarily for commercial 
use rather than Government work. 


A. Plant name: St. Louis Chemical Corps Plant. 
B. Location: Monsanto (East St. Louis), IL. 
C. Intended purpose: Manufacture of impregnite, XXCC3, and 
S-330-ingredient of BAL ointment. 
D. Acquisition cost, $5,491,357; replacement cost, $13,600,000. 
E. Owner of realty : United States Government (U. S. Army 
Chemical Corps). 
F. Government property : 
1. Method of segregation: Lessee leases entire facility for his 
own commercial use, 
Rental arrangements: Under lease No. W-11-114-ENG- 
3627 with Chicago district engineer, Corps of Engineers, Mon- 
santo Chemical Corp. leases the plant at an annual rental of 
$75,000 payable to United States Treasury, miscellaneous receipts. 
G. Present usage: 
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1. Private production: Commercial manufacture of oil addi- 
tives, hevtiieiden; and the chemical intermediates. There is no 
prohibition of competition for Government work. 

2. Government work: The plant is used by Monsanto for com- 
mecial chemical production, a portion of which may possibly be 
sold to the Government. 

H. Remarks: This plant has been declared excess to Department 
of Defense, and was referred to Chief of Engineers for disposal 

action on September 19, 1957. 


Part III (U). Iypusrriau Faciuities Construcreo Durtne Fiscan 
Yrars 1957 anp 1958 anp THose CurrENTLY ConTRACTED For 


A. Plant name: United States Army Chemical Arsenal, Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal. 
B. Location: Denver 2, Colo. 
C. Intended purpose: 
1. To provide a facility for quantity production of a new mu- 
nition for which no filling machines or assembly line exists. 
2. Small boiler to provide steam during standby and limited 
production. 
D. Date construction (completed) (forecast for completion) : 
1. Filling lines: Second quarter, fiscal year, 1960. 
2. Boiler plant: Fourth quarter, fiscal year 1959. 
E. Acquisition cost : 
1. Filling lines : $458,150. 
2. Ton-container facility : $100,000. 
F. Amount and status of contracts for: 
1. Construction of facility: Project orders issued to Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal to accomplish the work. 
2. Heavy tooling: None. 
G. Owner of land : Government. 
H. Present usage: Expansion projects at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. 
I. Remarks: None. 


ORDNANCE CORPS 


Part I. Government-owned industrial facilities not in use or in care- 
taker status: 
Badger Ordnance Works. 
Birdsboro Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Burlington Ordnance Plant. 
Coraopolis Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Cornhusker Ordnance Plant. 
Dickson Gun Plant. 
fast Chicago Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Green River Ordnance Plant. 
Gulf Ordnance Plant. 
Indiana Arsenal. 
Joliet Arsenal. 
Kansas Ordnance Plant. 
Keystone Ordnance Works. 
Lima Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Louisiana Ordnance Plant. 
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Maumelle Ordnance Works. 
Melvindale Ordnance Forge Plant. 
Michoud Ordnance Plant. 
Milan Arsenal. 
National Tube Co. 
Nebraska Ordnance Plant. 
Niskayuna Ordnance Modification Plant. 
Oklahoma Ordnance Works. 
Ordnance Assembly Plant. 
Pacific Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Plum Brook Ordnance Works. 
Radford Arsenal. 
Ridgewood Ordnance Plant. 
Riverbank Ordnance Plant. 
Rockford Ordnance Plant. 
St. Louis Ordnance Plant. 
St. Louis Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
Twin Cities Arsenal. 
Volunteer Ordnance Works. 
Wabash River Ordnance Works. 
Weldon Spring Ordnance Works. 
West Virginia Ordnance Works. 
Part II. Government-owned industrial facilities partially or wholly 
in use by Government contractor for other than intended purpose : 
Alabama Ordnance Works. 
Cactus Ordnance Works. 
Cherokee Ordnance Works. 
Chicago Ordnance Plant. 
Jefferson Proving Ground. 
Morgantown Ordnance Works. 
Ravenna Arsenal. 
San Jacinto Ammonia Works. 
Sunflower Ordnance Works. 
Part III. Industrial facilities constructed during fiscal year 1957 and 
1958 and those currently contracted for : 
Holston Ordnance Works. 
Indiana Arsenal. 
Lake City Arsenal. 
Longhorn Ordnance Works. 
Milan Arsenal. 
Radford Arsenal. 
Sunflower Ordnance Works. 
Twin Cities Arsenal. 


Parr I. GovERNMENT-OWNED INpusTRIAL Faciuitres Not 1n USE or IN 
CARETAKER STATUS 


A. Plant name: Badger Ordnance Works (DOD No. 432). 

B. Location: Baraboo, Wis. 

C. Intended purpose: Propellant powder manufacturing plant. 
1. Ball powder. 
2. Single-base propellant. 
3. Solventless rocket propellant. 
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D. Acquisition cost: $124,761,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: This plant is 
served by the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad 
Co. for passenger and freight service. The Chicago and North- 
western Railroad serves the plant for freight only. State High- 
ways 13, 78 and 113 and U. 8. Highway 12 have interconnections 
with the plant roads. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Baraboo is located 
8 miles north of the plant. Sands City is located 8 miles south 
of the plant. There is a limited amount of small industry located 
near the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
shipped in from distant areas. No local raw material sources 
had been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $2,640,000. 
G. Description of real property: 

1. Number and type of buildings: The installation contains 
1,425 buildings. The buildings are constructed of wood frame, 
wood and concrete floors, mineral surface shingle roofs and 
cement asbestos siding. 

2. Acreage: 7,580. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage and power are readily 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are 503 residences avail- 
able on the installation. 

1. Wholly used: 12. 
2. Partially used: 0. 
3. Unused: 491. 
H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 


—_—— —- 


A. Plant name: Birdsboro Ordnance Steel Foundry. 

B. Location: Birdsboro, Pa. 

C. Intended purpose: Hull and turret castings for medium tank. 
D. Acquisition cost : $10,709,000 (as pertains to land and buildings). 
KE. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Pennsylvania 
Railroad, Reading Railroad, trucking facilities. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Reading and Pottstown, Pa. 
Labor supply is plentiful. 

3. Material sources: Local source. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $150,000. 
G. Description of real property. 

1. Number and type of buildings: 38 buildings. The build- 
ings have concrete foundations, with walls of sheet steel,-concrete 
block or asbestos shingles. Roofs are of pebbled tar paper, except 
maintenance shop which is corrugated asbestos paper. 

2. Acreage: 105 (privately owned—acquisition of land in 
process). 
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3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, electricity, and gas 
facilities. 
4, Personnel housing available: None. 
H. Remarks: Not excess. 


A. Plant name: Burlington Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 219). 

B. Location : Burlington, N. J 

}. Intended purpose: Cartridge case and shell manufacturing 
plant. 

D. Acquisition cost : $15,775,709. 

EK. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The Pennsy]l- 
vania Railroad runs one-half mile west of the plant with connec- 
tions to other main lines in all directions. A spur track services 
the plant area with adequate branches, sidings, and a classification 
yard. 

Plant roads give access to paved State highways which have 
interconnections in all directions. 

2. Other manufactuirng areas: Plant is located in the greater 
Philadelphia metropolitan area which is a heavily industrialized 
area. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
shipped in over transportation facilities in a raw material form. 
No local raw material sources had been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $255,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: The plant consists of 55 
buildings constructed of brick with wood frames, sheet steel and 
concrete floors. 

2. Acreage: 71. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage and power are readily 

vailable. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are no housing facilities 
available on the reservation. 

H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization require- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Coraopolis Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
B. Location : Coraopolis, Pa. 

». Intended peepee Heavy armor casting hulls for medium tanks. 
D. Acquisition cost : $700,000 (as pertains to land and buildings). 

E. Accessibility with: respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Pittsburgh & 
Lake Erie Railroad and Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, all truck- 
lines. 

_ 2. Other manufacturing areas: Pittsburgh, Pa., and surround- 
ing areas. 
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3. Material sources: Basic material is produced at Blaw-Knox 
Coraopolis plant and transferred to Coraopolis Steel Foundry for 
production. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $67,080. 
G. Description of real property— 

1. Number and type of buildings: One building (structural 
steel foundry building). 

2. Acreage : 2.22. 

3. Utilities : Adequate water, sewerage and power facilities. 

4. Personnel housing available: None. 

H. Remarks: Not excess. 


= 


A. Plant name. Cornhusker Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 211). 
B. Location: Grand Island, Nebr. 
C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly plant: 
1. Rockets. 
2. Major caliber shell. 
3. Fuze (rocket). 
4. Missile motor loading. 
D. Acquisition cost: $24,768,000. 
2. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Union Pacific Railroad, and the Chicago, Burling- 
ton & Quincy Railroad. 

The plant may be reached by United States Highways 34, 30, 
and 281 and State Highway 2. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Hastings is 27 
miles south of the plant. The city of Kearney is 42 miles west 
of the plant and the city of Lincoln is 97 miles east of the plant. 

3. Material sources: Inasmuch as this facility is a loading and 
assembly plant, all materials used were furnished from other 
Government plants or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $740,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 629 buildings at 
this facility the major portion of which are wood frame or 
masonry construction with concrete floors and asphalt roofs. 

2. Acreage: 12,778. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are readily 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: 17 residences are available on 
the reservation : 

1. Wholly used: 10. 
2. Partially used: 0. 
3. Unused: 7. 
H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. 
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A. Name of plant: Dickson Gun Plant. 

B. Location: 9640 Clinton Drive, Houston, Tex. 

C. Intended purpose (list items and components which the plant is 
intended to produce) : 

1. Finish-machining 8-inch howitzers. 

2. Centrifugal tube < castings, 40 millimeter to 155 millimeter for 
artillery and tank guns. 

D. Acquisition cost : $20 million. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: adjacent to 
Houston Port Authority on Houston Ship Channel, connecting 
with the Gulf of Mexico. Contains 4 miles of port terminal rail- 
road tracks connecting with Texas & New Orleans Railroad. 
Clinton Drive runs parallel to the northern boundary which pro- 
vides access to main highways. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The plant is on the outskirts 
of the city approximately 8 miles from downtown Houston, Tex. 
(limited industry concentration ). 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant are shipped 
in from outside sources. No local raw material source has been 
developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $264,000 per year (present annual main- 
tenance cost). 
G. —— of real property : 

Number of buildings: The plant contains 40 buildings. 27 
of them are of permanent type construction, 12 are semipermanent 
and 1listemporary. Construction is predominantly of steel frame 
corrugated metal. 

2. Acreage: 124 acres of Government-owned land, plus 9 acres 
under easement. 

Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : Adequate water, sewage 
and power are available from local sources for the planned use, 
including steam, heat, gas, electricity, and water. The plant area 
also is served by 4 miles of railroad and 3 miles of i arr ed roads. 

4. Personnel housing available (including Capehart and 
Wherry housing) : None available on plant site. 

H. Remarks: (state if declared excess or in process to declare 
excess) : 

The plant has not been declared excess. 

The plant is not in the process of being declared excess. 


A. Plant name: East Chicago Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
B. Location: 3200 South Dickey Road, East Chicago, Ind. 
C. Intended purpose: Hull and turret castings for medium tanks. 
D. Acquisition cost: $13,960,000 (as pertains to land and build- 
ings only). 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 
Railroad: Sidings Pennsylvania Railroad & New York 
Central Railroad. 
Water: Plant located on Indiana Harbor Canal. 
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Highways: United States arterial highways Nos. 12, 20, 
141. 
Airport: Chicago Midway 22 miles distant. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Calumet District area which 
embraces Whiting, Indiana Harbor, Hammond and East Chicago, 
Ind. 

3. Material sources: Ferromanganese, Johnstown, Pa.; mold- 
ing sand, Ottawa, Ill.; sand binders, Cleveland, Ohio; bentonite 
clay, Wyoming and South Dakota. The major ingredients to 
produce armor castings are not procurable within the Calumet 
district area in which East Chicago Ordnance Steel Foundry is 
located. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $240,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: 25 buildings—1 production, 
24 nonproduction. 

2. Acreage: 94.5. 

Utilities: Adequate water, sewer, and power facilities. 

4. Personnel housing available: None. 

H. Remarks: Declared excess. 


A. Plant name: Green River Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 85). 
B. Location: Dixon, Ill. 

©. Intended purpose : Loading plant. 

Shell. 

Rocket. 

Bomb. 

Grenade. 

Fuse. 

D. Acquisition cost : $20,411,000. 

S _ cessibility with respect to— 

Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
ser a. by the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy, and Illinois Central 
Railroads. The plant may be reached by United States High- 
way No. 30 and State Highway No. 26. 

Other manufacturing areas: The city of Dixon is approxi- 
me ately 9 miles northwest of the plant. 

Material sources: Inasmuch as this is a loading plant, all 
materials used were furnished from other Government facilities 
or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $105,000. 

G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 189 buildings at 
this facility of semipermanent type wood frame-asbestos con- 
ne. 

2. Acreage: 1,816. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are available. 

4. Personnel housing av: ailable: None. 

H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps 
requirements in October 1957. Disposal action was approved by the 
Armed Services Committeé and is being reported to the disposal 
agency. 
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A. Plant name: Gulf Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 198). 
B. Location: Aberdeen, Miss. 
C. Intended purpose: Loading plant. 

1. Bombs. 

2. Rockets. 

3. Shells. 

D. Acquisition cost: $23,086,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: 

The plant is served by the Gulf, Mobile & Ohio; Illinois Cen- 
tral, and St. Louis & San Francisco Railroads. 

The plant may be reached by United States Highway 45 and 
State Highways 8, 25, and 45-W. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Aberdeen is 3 miles 
east of the plant, and the city of Columbus is 20 miles southeast 
of the plant. 

3. Material sources: Inasmuch as this facility is a loading 
plant, all materials used were furnished from other Government- 
owned facilities or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: This plant is under use permit to the 
United States Air Force. 
G. Description of real property: 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 204 buildings at 
this installation, major portion of which are concrete and tile con- 
struction. Remaining buildings are frame construction with com- 
position siding and concrete floors. 

9. Acreage: 2,977. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are available. 

4, Personnel housing available: There are 15 staff houses on 
the reservation : 

1. Wholly used: 100 percent. 
2. Partially used: Not available. 
3. Unused: Not available. 
H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps 
requirements in April 1957. 


————— 


A. Plant name: Indiana Arsenal (Hoosier Unit DOD No. 103, 
Indiana Unit DOD No. 104). 

B. Location: Charlestown, Ind. 

C. Intended purpose: Hoosier Unit is a bag-loading facility. In- 
diana Unit is a propellant manufacturing facility. 

1. Dimethylaniline. 

2. Diphenylamine. 

3. Propellant powder. 

4. Bag manufacture. 

5. Bag loading. 

D. Acquisition cost: $146,107,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Arsenal is 
served by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad and the Pennsylvania 
Railroad. Facility may be reached by Indiana State Highways 
Nos. 3 and 62. 
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2. Other manufacturing areas: Louisville, Ky., is approxi- 
mately 10 miles from the arsenal. New Albany, Ind., is approxi- 
mately 12 miles from the arsenal. 

3. Material sources: No local raw-material sources had been 
developed. Due to the type of manufacture, all materials were 
shipped in from distant areas or other Government-owned plants. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $4,187,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 1,614 buildings 
at this installation of various types of construction, such as wood, 
asbestos and wood, corrugated galvanized iron, concrete and brick, 
brick and steel with cement floors. 

2. Acreage: 12,276. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power facilities are 


available. 
4. Personnel housing available: There are 50 staff residences 
available. 


1. Wholly used: 49. 
2. Partially used: 0. 
3. Unused: 1. 
H. Remarks: This arsenal is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization require- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Joliet Arsenal (Elwood Unit DOD No. 90, Kanka- 
kee Unit DOD No. 91). 

B. Location: Joliet, Il. 

C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly, and ex- 
plosive manufacturing: 

Elwood Unit: Loading and assembly of ammunition items: 

1. Medium and major caliber. 
2. Bombs. 
Kankakee Unit: 
1. TNT. 
2. DNT. 
3. Tetryl. 
4, Lead azide. 
5. TNT blocks. 
D. Acquisition cost : $120,478,000 (complete arsenal). 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The Gulf, Mo- 
bile & Ohio, Milwaukee, Wabash, and Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railroads serve the arsenal; railroad facilities are excellent. 
There are three classification yards on the arsenal site. United 
States Highway No. 66—A passes between the two units of Joliet 
Arsenal. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Joliet, Ill., Wilmington, II1., 
and Elwood, Il., are within 20 miles distance from the arsenal. 
Only a nominal amount of small industry is located in these cities. 

3. Material sources: The raw materials used at the arsenal are 
explosive or special type of products, and no local raw-material 
sources are available. 
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F. Annual cost of upkeep: $1,942,000 (complete arsenal). 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: Elwood Unit contains 1,011 
buildings of which there are 333 production buildings of masonry 
and/concrete construction. Remaining buildings are of steel, 
masonry concrete, and/or wood frame construction. 

Kankakee Unit contains 849 buildings. Production buildings 
are mainly steel frame with asbestos siding and roofs. Remain- 
ing buildings are of steel, masonry, concrete and/or wood frame 
construction. 

2. Acreage: Elwood Unit, 17,215; Kankakee Unit, 21,399; total, 
38,614. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power facilities are 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are 83 quarters available 
on the reservation. 

1. Wholly used: 73. 
2. Partially used: 0. 
3. Unused: 10. 
H. Remarks: Kankakee unit is 100 percent inactive, but is being 


maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. The Elwood unit is active. 


A. Plant name: Kansas Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 129). 
B. Located: Parsons, Kans. 

C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly : 
1. 4.2-inch mortar shell. 

2. Medium caliber shell. 

. Missile motor loading. 

. Fuze (artillery). 

. Supplementary charge. 

. Booster (artillery). 

. Detonator and relay. 

. Primer percussion (artillery). 

. Delay element (M-2). 

D. Acquisition cost : $25,429,000. 

E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Plant is served 
by the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railroad. Plant may be reached 
by United States Highways Nos. 160 and 59. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The cities of Pittsburg, Cherry- 
vale, Independence, Oswego, and Chanute, Kans., are within a 
34-mile radius of the plant. 

8. Material sources: Materials used at this plant were shipped 
in from other Government facilities or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $750,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 682 buildings at 
this installation of semipermanent type of construction of 
masonry, concrete, and/or wood frame. 

2. Acreage: 13,832. 
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3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power facilities are 
available. 
4. Personnel housing available: 20 residences are available for 
key personnel : 
1. Wholly used: 4. 
2. Partially used: 0. 
3. Unused: 16. 
H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive but is being main- 
tained as a base prodtictian unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Keystone Ordnance Works (DOD No. 358). 
B. Location: Meadville, Pa. 

C. Intended purpose: TNT manufacturing plant. 

D. Acquisition cost : $53,510,000. 

EK. ee with respect to— 

. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
serv oi by the Erie Railroad and may be reached by United States 
Highw ay 19 and State Highway ey 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Meadville is ap- 
proximately 12 miles northeast of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were ship- 
ped in from distant areas. No local raw material sources had 
been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $77,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 266 buildings at 
this installation of wood frames with concrete floor construction. 

2. Acreage : 4,163. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are available. 

4, Personnel housing available: No housing is available on the 
reservation. 

H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps re- 
quirements in January 1958 and will soon be reported to the Armed 
Services for approval. 


A. Name of plant: Lima Ordnance Steel Foundry. 

B. Location: Lima, Ohio. 

C. Intended purpose (list items and components which the plant is 
intended to produce) : Breech ring castings, 76 to 105 millimeters for 
artillery and tank guns and how itzers. 

D. Acquisition cost: $6,392,000. 

E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant ad- 
joins the southern boundary of the Ohio Steel Foundry and has a 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad siding. It is also easily accessible 
to tr uck transportation. 

Other manufacturing areas: The plant is located in the 
Wa! y industrial area of Lima, Ohio, adjacent to the property of 
the Ohio Steel Foundry. 
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3. Material sources: The plant is dependent upon outside 
sources for all materials required in its manufacturing operations. 
The materials are shipped in over existing transportation facil- 
ities (directly to the plant). 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $130,000 (present annual maintenance). 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number of buildings: The installation contains 10 buildings. 
Four of them are of permanent-type construction and six are semi- 
permanent. 

2. Acreage: 21 acres of Government-owned land. 

3. Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : Adequate water, sewer, 
and power are available from local sources for planned production. 

4, Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry or 
Capehart housing) : None available on plant site. 

H. Remarks (state if declared excess or in process to declare excess) : 

1. The plant has not been declared excess. 

2. The plant is not in the process of being declared excess. 


A. Plant name: Louisiana Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 140). 
B. Location : Shreveport, La. 
C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly manu- 
facturing shell MPT’s. 
Loading area: 
1. Medium and major caliber. 
2. Mines. 
3. Fuze. 
4. Activators. 
5. Classified items. 
Manufacturing area: 
6. Shell, MPT’s, 155 millimeter. 
D. Acquisition cost : $50,287,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Illinois Central and Louisiana & Arkansas Rail- 
roads. State Highway Route No. 80 parallels the northern bound- 
ary and State Highway Route No. 560 parallels the southern 
boundary of the facility. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Minden, La., is 10 
miles east of the plant, and Shreveport, La., is 22 miles west of 
the plant. 

3. Material sources: All of the materials used at the plant were 
either furnished from other Government-owned facilities or con- 
tractors or shipped in from distant areas. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $976,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 778 buildings at 
this installation of various types of construction such as frame 
with transite siding, composition roof, and concrete floors. The 
forge building is steel frame, transite siding, steel roof, and con- 
crete floor construction. 

2. Acreage : 15,914. 
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3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage and power facilities are 
available. 
4. Personnel housing available: There are 27 housing units and 
185 bachelor officer quarters at this installation : 
1. Wholly used: 13. 
2. Partially used : 0. 
3. Unused : 198. 
H. Remarks: This facility is 100 percent inactive but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Maumelle Ordnance Works (DOD No. 13). 
B. Location: Little Rock, Ark. 

’. Intended purpose: Manufacture of ammonium picrate. 
D. Acquisition cost: $13,425,000. 
E. — with respect to— 

Railroad and other tr ansportation facilities: Missouri Pa- 
cific Railroad serves the plant site. The plant may be reached 
by United States Highways 65 and 67, 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Little Rock, Ark., is 17 miles 
southeast of the plant, and Conway, Ark., is 17 miles northwest 
of the plant. 

’. Material sources: No local raw-material sources had been 
developed during Government operations. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $63,000. 
G. — wiption of real property: 

Number and type of buildings: There are 117 buildings at 
this installation of permanent and semipermanent type of con- 
struction of metal, concrete, and/or wood frame. 

Acreage: 5,274 acres. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are avail- 
able. 

Personnel housing available: None. 

H. Remarks: This plant was declared excess to the needs of the 
Ordnance Corps in January 1958 and is awaiting approval action of 
the Armed Services Committee. 


A. Plant name: Melvindale Ordnance Forge Plant. 

B. Location: Melvindale, Mich. 

©. Intended purpose: Small and light forgings for combat vehicles. 
D. Acquisition cost : $8,759,900. 

KE. Accessibility with respect to— 

Railroad and other transportation facilities: Pennsylvania 
Railroad services this plant. Visger Highway to Detroit and 
Chicago area passes this plant. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Monroe, Mich., Lansing, Mich., 
—s Rapids, Mich. 

. Material sources: Materials received from local and general 
area by shipment. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $55,000. 


+ 
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G. Description of real property : 


1. Number and type of buildings: 19 frame and masonry con- 
structed (austerity type) : 


Boiler Switch house and transformer 
Receiving and shipping building 

Die shop and office Gate house 

Locker building Guard house (3) 

Hammer shop Scale house 

Heat treat Pump house 

Header shop Tower house 

Shear shed Fan house 

Storage shed Storage 


2, Acreage: 17. 

3. Utilities: Serviced by Detroit private utility companies. 
Sewerage not adequate. 

4. Personnel housing available: None. 


H. Remarks: In process to declare excess. 


A. Plant name: Michoud Ordnance Plant. 
B. Location: New Orleans, La. 
©. Intended purpose: Engines for medium and heavy tanks. 


D. 


Acquisition cost: $32,182,000 estimated. Plant built for Air 


Force during World War II. 


™ 
4 
4s 


H. 


A. 
B. 
C. 


Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Louisville & 
Nashville Railroad; 214 miles of Government-owned track in the 
plant. National Highway 90 passes plant. Water transporta- 
tion (Deep Water Canal) forms south side of installation and 
connects with Gulf of Mexico. One-mile-long airstrip. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: Kaiser Aluminum Plant (5 
miles). 


Material sources: Aluminum supplied by plant. Major com- 


ponents shipped in from plants in various parts of the United 
States. 
Annual cost of upkeep : $579,000. 
Description of real proper ty: 
1. Number and type of buildings: 21; brick, concrete, and steel. 


Acreage: 1,000. 
Unimproved: 606. 
Improved: 394. 
. Utilities: Supplied by city of New Orleans. 


4. Personnel housing available: None. 
Remarks: In process to declare excess. 


Plant name: Milan Arsenal (DOD No. 383). 
Location: Milan, Tenn. 
Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly plant. 
1. Rocket. 
Mortar shell. 
Medium caliber shell. 
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4. Major caliber shell. 
5. Fuzes and boosters. 
6. Primers. 

(. Delay element. 

8. Burster. 

D. Acquisition cost : $58,021,000. 
KE. Accessibility with respect to — 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Illinois Central, Louisville & Nashville Railroads. 
The plant may be reached by U nited States Highways 70-A and 
45— oi and State Highways 76: and { (7. 

. Other manufa acturing areas: The city of Milan is 5 miles 
west of the plant, the city ‘of Trenton j is 18 miles northwest of the 
pl int, and the ¢ ity of Jackson is 28 miles south of the plant. 

3. Material sources: Inasmuch as this facility is a loading and 
assembly plant, all materials used were furnished from other Gov- 
ernment plants or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $775,000. 
G. hone ‘ription of real property : 

Number and type of buildings: There are 601 buildings at 
this installation of masonry and concrete, steel and transite, steel 
and aluminum, and wood frame construction. 

2. Acreage : 25,403. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are readily 
swaileiie. 

Personnel housing available: 37 residences are available on 
the reservation. There are 93 Wherry housing units available. 

1. Wholly used : 31. 
Partially used: 0. 
Unused : 99. 
H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization require- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


—_——_— 


A. Plant name: National Tube Co. (Christy Park Works) (DOD 
No. 357). 

B. Location: McKeesport, Pa. 

C. Intended purpose: Manufacture of metal parts for artillery 
shell. 

D. Acquisition cost: $2,200,000. 

E. oes with respect to: 

Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
sited by the Pennsylvania and Baltimore & Ohio Railroads. 
The plant may be reached via Hy nited States Highway No. 40. 

Other manufacturing areas: The plant is “located about 15 
aie from Pittsburgh, Pa 

3. Materialsources: There are adequate material sources within 
a reasonable distance from the installation. 
F. Annual cost of upkeep: $257,000. 
G. Description of real property: 
1. Number and type of buildings: There is but 1 building con- 
sisting of 2 rectangles or bays which are staggered. The building 
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is 537 feet long and 80 feet wide with 36,120 square feet of floor 
space in 1 bay and 37,840 square feet of flood space in the other 
bay. The building is a two-story brick construction with con- 
sa floors. 

2. Acreage: Building is constructed on privately owned land 
(4 acres) under lease to the Government. Land is owned by the 
National Tube Co. (United States Steel Corp.). 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are avail- 
able. 


4. Personnel housing available: Not applicable. 


H. Remarks: The building has been declared excess to the require- 
ments of the Ordnance Corps and its disposal approval by the Armed 
Services Committee. Negotiations are in process for sale of the plant. 


B. 
C. 


F. 


I. 


If. 


Plant name: Nebraska Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 215). 
Location : Wahoo, Nebr. 
Intended purpose : Ammunition loading plant. 

Bombs. 
2. Rockets. 
3. Medium caliber ammunition. 
4. Major caliber ammunition. 
Acquisition cost : $29,644,000. 
Accessibility with respect 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Union Pacific and Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroads with adequate connecting spur tracks throughout the 
reservation. United States Highways 30 and 77 are easily ac- 
ceasible via plant roads. 

Other manufacturing areas: The city of Wahoo, Nebr., is 7 
ied west and the city of Fremont, Nebr., is 16 miles north of the 
plant. Only a nominal amount of small industry i is located within 
a radius of 20 miles. 

Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
shipped in from other Government facilities or distant points. 
No local raw material sources had been developed. 

Annual cost of upkeep : $720,000. 
Dee ription of real property : 

Number and type of buildings: There are 842 buildings at 
this installation most of which are of wood frame and masonry 
construction with concrete floors and composition roofs. 

Acreage : 17,398. 

Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are readily 
available. 

Personnel housing available: There are 39 housing units 
and 156 bachelor officer quarters at this installation: 

Wholly used : 13 

2. Partially used :0 

3. Unused : 75 percent, 182. 

Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 


tained pending proposed transfer to the Air Force. 
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A. 
B. 
C. 


Plant name: Niskayuna Ordnance Modification Plant. 
Location: Niskayuna, N. Y. 
Intended purpose: Modification and testing of medium tanks 


built by Alco Products, Schenectady, N. Y. 


D. 


Acquisition cost : $4,509,000. 


E. Accessibility with respect to— 


F. 
G. 


1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Serviced by 
Boston & Albany Railroad Co. and Highway Routes 7 and 50. 
Other manufacturing areas: Plant is 4 miles from Schenec- 
tady, N. Y., Troy and Albany are also in the manufacturing area. 
3. Material sources: Sources for the materials used by Alco 
are shipped in from a broad subcontract structure for assembly 
of tank at Alco’s plant and modification and testing at Niska- 
yuna. 
Annual cost of upkeep : $80,000. 
Description of real property : 
1. Number and type of buildings: 19 buildings—steel and con- 
crete structures. 
Acreage: 218. 
3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewer, power, etc., are available. 
4. Personnel housing available: None. 


H. Remarks: Declared excess. 


A. 
B. 
C. 


D. 


‘ 


Plant name: Oklahoma Ordnance Works (DOD No. 325). 

Location : Pryor, Okla. 

Intended purpose: Powder and explosives manufacturing plant. 
1. Single base propellant. 

TNYI. 

3. Tetryl. 

4. DPA, 

5. DMA. 

Acquisition cost : $71,063,582 

Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railroad. The plant 
may be reached by United States Highway 69 and State High- 
ways 33 and 20. State Highway 33 connects with United States 
Highway 69 at the south boundary of the plant. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The cities of Pryor, Tulsa, and 
Muskogee, Okla. are within a 46 mile radius of the plant. Only 


bo 


a.* 


a nominal amount of small industry is available. 


F. 


G. 


3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were fur- 
nished from other Government facilities or shipped in from dis- 
tant areas. No local source of supply had been developed. 

Annual cost of upkeep: $200,000. 

Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 487 buildings at 
this installation of wood, steel, concrete, transite, and asbestos 
construction. 

Acreage : 16,273. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are readily 

available. 
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4. Personnel housing available: There are 25 residences avail- 
able on the reservation. 
1. Wholly used : 24. 
2. Partially used : 0. 
3. Unused: 1. 
H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Ordnance Assembly Plant (DOD No. 152). 

B. Location : Army Chemical Center, Maryland. 

C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading, assembling, and pack- 
aging plant. 

1. Grenades. 

2. Medium caliber shell. 

3. 81 millimeter mortar shell. 

D. Acquisition cost : $3,290,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Pennsylvania Railroad. The plant is physically 
located within the boundaries of the Army Chemical Center, 
Maryland, and is 2 miles south of United States Highway 40 at 
Edgewood, Md. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Baltimore is 21 
miles southwest of the plant. 

3. Material sources: Inasmuch as this facility is a loading and 
assembly plant, all materials used were furnished from other 
Government plants or contractors. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $150,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 65 buildings at 
this activity of permanent and semipermanent type construc- 
tion. Construction consists of corrugated steel or transite and 
steel frame concrete block, and concrete floors. 

2. Acreage: 350 (portion of Army Chemical Center). 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage, and power are readily 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are no housing facilities 
directly related to the assembly plant. 

H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Pacific Ordnance Steel Foundry. 
B. Location: Pittsburg, Calif. 
C. Intended purpose: Heavy armor castings for medium tanks. 
D. Acquisition cost: $6,116,000 (as pertains to land and buildings). 
{. Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Plant is located 
approximately one-half mile from mainline of Santa Fe Railway, 
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KF. 


for 


from which a spur track leads into the plant. Plant is accessible 
to highway facilities which comprise of State Highways 4 and 24. 
Water facilities are available close by. They comprise of dock 
facilities located in the city of Pittsburg (Gov ernment owned) on 
San Joaquin River, which empties into San Francisco Bay. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: United States Steel, Fiberboard 
Products Co., Dow Chemical, Ethyl Corp., Pioneer Rubber. 
Linde Air is erecting a new plant in this area. The plant is 
approximately 40 miles from the industrial areas of San Fran- 
cisco and Oakland. 

3. Material sources: Plant can obtain such materials as steel, 
aluminum, chemicals, cement, etc., within a radius of 50 miles. 


Annual cost of upkeep: Estimated cost when completely inactive 
first year and others, $200,000. 


G. Dese ‘ription of res il pr operty’: 


1. Number and type of buildings: 43 buildings—brick wall, 
concrete floors, composition roof; wood sides, concrete floors, com- 
position roof; concrete wall, concrete floors, aluminum-insulated 
corrugated roof. 

2. Acreage: Approximately 43 : all improved. 

3. Utilities: Electrical power and gas is furnished by the Pa- 
cific Gas & Electric Co. and distributed to the various buildings 
through a substation located within the plant. Domestic water 
is procured from city of Pittsburg. Industrial water is pumped 
into plant system from department of reclamation water canal. 

4, Personnel housing available: None. 





H. Remarks: In process to declare excess. 


F. 


G. 


. Plant name: Plam Brook Ordnance Works (DOD No. 318). 
. Location : Sandusky, Ohio. 


. Intended purpose : Explosive manufacturing plant. 


1. TNT. 
2. DNT. 
3. Pentolite. 
. Acquisition cost : $50,289,000. 


. Accessibility with respect to— 


1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 

The plant is served by the Baltimore & Ohio, and New York, 
Chicago & St. Louis Railroads. 

The plant may be reached by United States Highway No. 
250 and State Highway No. 13. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Sandusky is 5 
miles north of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
shipped in from distant areas. No local raw material sources 
had been developed. 

Annual cost of upkeep: $72,000. 
Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 177 buildings at 
this installation of semipermanent type construction consisting 
of hig wr and wood frame and asbestos. 

Acreage : 3,271. 
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. Utilities: Adequate water, sewage. and power are available. 
4 Personnel housing avail: ble: No housing is available on the 
reservation. 

H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps re- 
quirements in December 1957. Under use permit, issued January 22, 
1958, NACA assumed responsibility for the installation on March 1, 
1958. Disposal was approved by the Armed Services Committee and 
is being reported to General Services Administration. 










































A. Plant name: Radford Arsenal (New River Ordnance Plant 
DOD No. 410), (Radford Ordnance Works DOD No. 411). 

B. Location: Radford, Va. 

C. Intended purpose: Bag loading and propellant manufacturing: 

New River: Bag loading. 

Radford: Cast propellant small grain; cast propellant large 
grain; mortar propellant; single base, double, and triple base 
propellant : solventless rocket pr ropellant. 

D. Acquisition cost : $161,000,000 (complete arsenal). 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Norfolk & Western Railway Co. and the Virginian 
Railway Co. with adequate spur tracks and classification yards on 
the plant reservation. U.S. Route No. 11 and State Highway 
No. 100 pass within a few miles of the arsenal. Plant roads give 
ready access to the highways. 

2. Other manutacturing areas: Blacksburg, Va., is 8 miles 
southeast and Christiansburg, Va., is 10 miles east of Radford 
Arsenal. A very nominal amount of small industry is located 
within a 20-mile radius of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant are shipped 
in from distant areas. No local raw material sources are avail- 
able. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $1,273,000 (complete arsenal). 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: 

New River unit: There are 249 buildings at this installa- 
tion of concrete and masonry construction with transite roofs 
and wood or concrete floors. 

Radford unit: There are 985 buildings at this installation 
of concrete and galvanized iron and steel, concrete block, or 
wood-frame construction with concrete or wood floors. 
Acreage: 7,597. 

3. a: Adequate water, sewerage, and power facilities 
are available. 

1 Personnel housing available: There are 20 stat? residences 
available on the reservation. 

1. Wholly used : 20. 

2. Partially used: 0 

3. Unused: 0 

H. Remarks: New River Ordnance Plant is 100 percent inactive, 
but is being maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet 
mobilization requirements of the Defense Department. 
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A. Plant name: Ridgewood Ordnance Plant. 

B. Location : West Seymour Avenue at Mill Creek, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

C. Intended purpose (list items and components which the plant is 
intended to produce) : Gun tube forgings, 90 millimeter to 105 mili- 
meter, for tanks and artillery. 

D. Acquisition cost: The original acquisition cost was $11,868,000. 
The estimated current replacement cost (or value) is approximately 
$28,697,000. 

KE. Accessibility with respect to— 


1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by a switch of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. The plant 
also has two electric locomotives for movement of materials. The 
plant is easily accessible to nearby United States Highways 25 and 
42, and to Ohio State roads 3, 4, 8, 74, and 125. It is located 20 
miles from the Cincinnati Airport, from which personnel trans- 
portation to and from the plant is readily available. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The plant is approximately 9 
miles from the center of the heavy industry area of Cincinnati. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant are shipped 
in over transportation facilities. The plant is dependent upon 
outside sources for steel ingots since it has no melting facilities. 


F, Annual cost of upkeep: Approximately $274,000 for the main- 
tenance of the entire plant, including all real and personal properties. 
G. Description of real property : 


1. Number and type of buildings: The plant consists of 34 
buildings, principally of brick and steel frame construction with 
corrugated galvanized iron siding; however, several buildings 
are of wood construction. Thirty-three of the total are perma- 
nent type buildings. These consist of offices, forge shops, labaee- 
tory, chip-handling house, heat-treat buildings, boiler houses, etc. 
Other buildings include storage, sheds, guard towers, and other 
miscellaneous structures. 

2. Acreage: This plant is located on 125 acres of Government- 
owned land, plus 1 acre in-leased, of which total 54 acres are fenced 
and 72 acres are not fenced. 

3. Utilities (water, sewer, power, etc.) : Adequate water, sewage, 
and power facilities are available from local sources. Sewage 
empties, untreated, into Mill Creek alongside the plant. 

4, Personnel housing available (including such as Wherry or 
Capehart housing) : None available on plant site. 


H. Remarks (state if declared excess or in process to declare excess) : 


1. This plant has not been declared excess. 
2. It is not in the process of being declared excess. 


A. Plant name: Riverbank Ordnance Plant (DOD No. 45). 
kB. Location: Riverbank, Calif. 


CU. 


Intended purpose : Cartridge case manufacturing plant. 


D. Acquisition cost : $12,358,241. 
K. Accessibility with respect to- 


1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 
The mainline of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Rail- 
road is located 1 mile west of the plant. A spur track services 
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the plant area with adequate branches, sidings, and a small 
classification yard. 

A paved State road parallels the west boundary of the 
plant. Also, water transportation is available within a 30- 
mile distance. 

Other manufacturing areas: The town of Riverbank is lo- 
ro 11% miles from the plant. T his town has no other industry. 
Modesto, Calif., is located approximately 10 miles from the plant, 
which has a nominal amount of industry. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were | 
shipped in over transportation facilities in raw form. No local 
raw material sources had been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $213,000. | 

G. Description of real property: 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 110 buildings at 
this installation, constructed of corrugated steel sheet with con- 
crete floors. 

Acreage : 167 acres. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are readily 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are no housing facilities 

vailable on the reservation. 

H. ‘Besin irks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department . 







































A. Plant name: Rockford Ordance Plant (DOD No. 97). 
B. Location: Rockford, Il. 
C. Intended purpose: Shell manufacturing plant. 
D. Acquisition cost : $12,643,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to— 
1. Railroad and other transportation facilities : 
The plant is served by the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, 
and Pacific Railroad. 
The plant is located 1% miles north of the city limits of 
Rockford on State Bighwrny No.2 
2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Rockton is 13 miles 
north of the plant, Belvidere is ‘4 miles east, Freeport is 28 miles 
west, and Rochelle is 26 miles south. 
3. Material sources: Some materials used by the plant can be 
procured from not too distant suppliers. 
F. Annual cost of upkeep : $122,000. 
G. Description of real property : 
1. Number and type of buildings: There are eight buildings at 
this installation of steel frame and brick construction. 
2. Acreage: 14: 
3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are available. 
4. Personnel housing available: There is no housing available 
on the reservation. 
H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps 
requirements in October 1957. Disposal was approved by the Armed 
Services Committee, and is being reported to the disposal agency. 
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A. Plant name: St. Louis Ordnance Plant (DOD 444). 
B. Location: St. Louis, Mo. 
C. Intended purpose: Manufacturing ammunition metal parts: 

1. 30- and 50-caliber ammunition. 

2. Bullet cores for small-arms ammunition. 

3. Shell, 105-mm. 

D. Acquisition cost : $75,317,078. 
KE. Accessibility with respect to: 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: Plant is served 
by the St. Louis-San Francisco Railway service. 

2. The plant is easily accessible over all of the highways enter- 
ing the city of St. Louis, Mo. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant are shipped 
in over the transportation facilities. Powder is supplied from 
Government-owned plants, steel and brass are supplied in semi- 
fabricated form from mills throughout the Midwest and East. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $1,737,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 320 buildings at 
this installation of permanent-type construction. The powder 
and inert storage facilities are located 25 miles from the plant on 
Highw ay 66 at Tyson Valley. 

Acreage: There are 267 acres in the St, Louis ordnance plant 
and 2,374 acres in the Tyson Valley area, all Government owned. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power facilities are 
readily available. 

4. Personnel housing available: 4 staff houses and 120 Wherry 
housing units, 100 percent occupied. 

H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, and is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization require- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: St. Louis Ordnance Steel Foundry. 

B. Location: St. Louis, Mo. 

C. Intended purpose: Heavy armor castings for medium tanks, 

D. Acquisition cost: Not available. Plant was constructed during 
World War II. 

K. - cessibility with respect to: 

. Railroad and other transportation facilities: This plant is 
serv ten by the St. Louis-San Francisco Railroad. Hard-surface 
roads from the plant site connect the arterial highways. St. Louis 
Airport is about 15 miles distant. Mississippi water docks 
approximately 8 miles away. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: This plant is located in the 
southwest portion of the city of St. Louis. 
3. Material sources: The armor castings are made at this plant 
for shipment to tank assembly plants. 
F. Annual cost of upkeep: $115,000. 
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G. Description of real property : 
1. Number and type of buildings: 1 foundry building and 7 
service and support buildings: 


Office Laboratory 
Lunchroom Pattern shop 
Guard building Powerhouse 
Storage building 
Acreage: 15. 

3. Utilities: Utilities are available through purchase from 

public vendors. 
4. Personnel housing available: None. 
H. Remarks: Not excess. 


A. Plant name: Twin Cities Arsenal (DOD No. 195). 
B. Location: Minneapolis, Minn. 
C. Intended purpose: Small-arms manufacturing plant: 

1. Caliber .30 small-arms ammunition. 

. Caliber .45 small-arms ammunition. 
3. Caliber .50 small-arms ammunition. 
4. 155-mm. shell, MPTS. 

D. Acquisition cost : $50,201,444. 

E. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Minnesota Transfer Railway Co. which is a switch- 
ing service to all major railroads entering Minneapolis and St. 
Paul, Minn. Plant is located at the intersection of Highways 8 
and 10, 13 miles northeast of St. Paul and 13 miles northeast of 
Minneapolis, Minn. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: sa pi ul areas within a 
radius of 13 miles are Twin Cities, St. Paul and Minneapolis. 

3. All materials used by the =n are shipped in. Powder is 
supplied from Government-owned plants. Steel and brass are 
supplied in semifabricated form from mills throughout the Mid- 
west and East. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $1,400,000. 
G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 335 buildings at 
this installation of concrete, brick, and steel construction. 

2. Acreage: 2,622. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are readily 
available. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are 14 staff houses avail- 
able for key personnel : 

1. Wholly used: 100 percent. 
2. Partially used: Not available. 
. Unused: Not available. 
H. cedtanter This plant is 100 percent inactive and is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 
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A. Plant name: Volunteer Ordnance Works (DOD No. 380). 
B. Location: Chattanooga, ‘Tenn. 

C. Intended purpose: TNT manufacturing plant. 

D. Acquisition cost: $58 million. 

EK. Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Southern Railway and the Nashville, Chattanooga 
& St. Louis Railway. The plant ae be reached by ‘United States 
Highway 11 and State Highwe el 58. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Chattanooga is 10 
miles southwest of the plant ond the city of Cleveland is 20 miles 
northwest of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
furnished from other Government plants or shipped in from dis- 
tant areas. No local source of supply has been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $1,200,000. 
G. Description of real property: 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 544 buildings at 
this installation of semipermanent type construction, wood and 
steel frame with transite and/or corrugated iron siding and roofs. 

2. Acreage: 7,761. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are readily 
available. 

4, Personnel housing available: There are no housing facilities 
available on the reservation. 

H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 


tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization require- 
ments of the Defense Department. 


. Plant name: Wabash River Ordnance Works (DOD No. 118). 
. Location: Newport, Ind. 
. Intended purpose : Explosive manufacture: 
. Composition C+. 
. Composition A-3. 
3. Composition B. 
4, Composition C-4 demolition blocks. 
D. Acquisition cost : $42,465,000. 
E. Accessibility with respect to 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Chicago & Eastern Illinois Railroad. The plant 
is located on State Highway 63, approximately 2 2 miles south of 
Newport, Ind., and 15 miles north of ( ‘linton, Ind. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: The cities of Danville, Terre 
Haute, and Paris, Il., are within a 30 mile radius of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were fur- 
nished from other Government plants or shipped in from distant 
areas. No local source of supply has been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep: $850,000. 
G. Description of real property: 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 311 buildings at 
this installation of wood frame, concrete and wood, and concrete 
construction. 
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2. Acreage: 8,539. 

3. Utilities: Water, sewage, and power are purchased from the 
Atomic Energy Commission. This agency has joint activities at 
this installation. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are 15 housing units 
available at this installation: 

(a) Wholly used: 11. 
(6) Partially used: 0. 
(c) Unused: 4. 

H. Remarks: This plant is 100 percent inactive, but is being main- 
tained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 

A. Plant name: Weldon Spring Ordnance Works (DOD No. 209). 

B. Location: Weldon Spring, Mo. 

C. Intended purpose: Explosive manufacturing plant: 

ia. es 

2. DNT. 

D. Acquisition cost : $59,770,000. 

E. Accessibility with respect. to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served by the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railroad. The plant 
may be reached by United States Highways Nos. 40 and 61, and 
State Highway No. 94. 

2. Other manufacturing areas: St. Louis, Mo., is 35 miles from 
the plant. St. Charles, Mo., is 14 miles from the plant. Wentz- 
ville, Mo., is 12 miles from the plant. 

3. Material sources: No local raw-material sources had been 
developed. All materials used by the plant were shipped in from 
distant areas. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $43,000. 

G. Description of real property : 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 162 buildings at 
this installation of wood frame, asbestos protected metal, steel 
and brick construction. 

2. Acreage: 1,859. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are available. 

4. Personnel housing available: No housing is available on the 
reservation. 

H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to Ordnance Corps re- 
quirements in January 1958. The portion now under the jurisdiction 
of the Ordnance Corps is in a rundown condition and badly in need of 
repair. 


A. Plant name: West Virginia Ordnance Works (DOD No. 430). 
B. Location: Point Pleasant, W. Va. 
C. Intended purpose: TNT manufacturing plant. 
D. Acquisition cost : $31,891,000. 
). Accessibility with respect to— 

1. Railroad and other transportation facilities: The plant is 
served directly by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad with adequate 
connecting lines to the Chesapeake & Ohio, New York Central, 
and Norfolk & Western Railroads. The plant may be reached by 
State Highway No. 62. 
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2. Other manufacturing areas: The city of Point Pleasant is 5 
miles from the plant. The cities of Eee Huntington, 
Charleston, W. Va., and Pomeroy, Middleport, and Athens, Ohio, 
are within a 67-mile radius of the plant. 

3. Material sources: All materials used by the plant were 
shipped in from distant areas. No local raw-material sources had 
been developed. 

F. Annual cost of upkeep : $24,000. 

G. Description of real property : dx 

1. Number and type of buildings: There are 30 buildings at 
this installation of semi-permanent type construction consisting 
of wood and/or steel frame. 

2. Acreage : 390. 

3. Utilities: Adequate water, sewerage, and power are avail- 
able. 

4. Personnel housing available: There are 25 staff houses and 2 
dormitories on the reservation : 

1. Wholly used : None. 
2. Partially used : None. 
3. Unused : 100 percent. 

H. Remarks: The plant was declared excess to the Ordnance Corps 
requirements in July 1957. On September 8, 1958, a declaration of 
excess was submitted to General Services Administration requesting 
disposal subject to decontamination of approximately 50 acres. 


Part II. GoverNMENT-OwNeED INpustTRIAL Factuitrmes PARTIALLY OR 
Wuo.iy IN Use By GovERNMENT ConrrAcTorR FoR OruerR THAN 
INTENDED PURPOSE 


A. Plant name: Alabama Ordnance Works (DOD No. 6). 

B. Location : Childersburg, Ala. 

C. Intended purpose: Propellant and explosive manufacturing. 
D. Acquisition cost : $109,160,000 (complete facility). 

E. Owner of realty : United States Government. 

F. Government property : 

1. Method of segregation : None required. 

2. Rental arrangements: The oleum plant is leased to Tennessee 
Corp. at an annual rental of $54,000. Powerhouse No. 1 is leased 
to Coosa River Newsprint Co. at an annual rental of $50,000. 
Powerhouse No. 2 is leased to Beaunit Mills, Inc., at an annual 
rental of $54,000. All rentals include cash return to the Govern- 
ment and equal or greater share of consideration in the form of 
maintenance service performed. 

G. Present usage : 

1. Private production: The oleum plant is not being used for 
its designed purpose which was for use in the production of explo- 
sives but is being used for commercial production. The two 
powerhouses are being used for generating power for manufacture 
of commercial items. Present lessees are not competing for Gov- 
ernment work. 

2. Government work : Not applicable. 

H. Remarks: The complete plant is being maintained as a base pro- 
duction unit necessary to meet mobilization requirements of the 
Defense Department. 
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A. Plant name: Cactus Ordnance Works (DOD No. 389). 
B. Location: Dumas, Tex. 

C. Intended purpose: Manufacturing anhydrous ammonia. 
D. Acquisition cost: $28,272,000. 

E. Owner of realty: United States Government. 

F. Government property : 


G. 


1. Method of segregation: None required as facility is 100 per- 
-— under lease. 

Rental arrangements: The installation is leased to the Phil- 
lips C hemical Co. under the provisions of lease W-41—038-ENG- 
6047 which provides for an average annual rental of $1,029,523.92. 
The lease is for a primary term of 15 years commencing on 
August 16, 1948, and ending August 15, 1963. Lessee is gr anted 
the “privilege to extend the “lease for two 5-year terms beginning 
August 16, 1963, and ending August 15, 1958, and beginning 
August 16, 1968, and ending “August 15, 1973, respec tively, with 
an option for year-to-year extensions after that date. Provisions 
are made in the lease for termination of the lease or delivery, up 
to full production capacity, of commodities produced upon neces- 
sary notice from the Secretary of the Army after a national 
emergency is declared by the President or the Congress of the 
United States. 

Present usage: 

1. Private production: Lessee is manufacturing anhydrous am- 
monia for commercial consumption. The Government maintains 
the option to purchase a portion or all of the production of 
anhydrous ammonia from the lessee with the rental adjusted 
accordingly. 

2. Government work: None. 


H. Remarks: This facility was declared excess to the needs of the 
Ordnance Corps in July 1957. On September 19, 1958, United States 


Arn 


1y submitted a declaration of excess to the General Services Ad- 


ministration for disposal of the facility. 


A. 


B. 
C. 
D. 


E. 
F. 


Plant name : Cherokee Ordnance Works (DOD No. 341). 
Location : Danville, Pa. 
Intended purpose: Hexamine manufactur ing plant. 

Acquisition cost : $12,570,000. 
Owner of realty : United States Government. 
Government property : 

1. Method of segregation: None required as facility is 100 per- 
cent under lease. 

2. Rental arrangements: The a installation is under lease 
to Marck & Company, Inc., Rahway, N_ J., for a period of 15 years 
expiring in December 1965 for which average annual rental is 
determined on an escalation basis. The lease contains an irrevo- 

cable option for the purchase of the real property by the lessee 
for an amount to be determined as of the effective date of the exer- 
cise of the option. This plant is being utilized for the manufac- 
ture of antibiotics and, as a consequence, certain buildings and im- 
provements were completely rehabilitated by the lessee. The 92 
acres in the reservation have been divided into 5 parcels of land 
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with improvements. The lessee may exercise his option and pur- 
chase at different periods, during the term of the lease, four parcels 
(A. B, C, and D) of the land with improvements. Parcel E is to 
be kept and maintained in a condition that will permit initiation 
of production of hexamine by the Government within 120 days 
after notice to the lessee. The provision on parcel E remains in 
effect until the expiration date of the lease and at that time a deter- 
mination will be made as to whether or not it is to be recaptured 
by the Government or purchased by the lessee. 
G. Present usage: 
1. Private production: lessee is manufacturing antibiotics for 
commercial consumption. 
2. Government work: None. 
H. Remarks: This facility was declared excess to the needs of the 
Ordnance Corps in January 1958 and is to be submitted, in the near 
future, to the Armed Services Committee for approval. 


A. Plant name: Chicago Ordnance Plant. 

B. Location: 6630 West Grand Avenue (formerly Fullerton Ave- 
nue), Chicago, Il. 

C. Intended purpose: This plant was formerly used in the pro- 
duction of antiaircraft fire control system, M-33 for use with anti- 
aircraft weapons system. It is no longer required for this purpose. 
It is presently leased to Western Electric Co. for commercial use un- 
til 1960. 

D. Acquisition cost : $4,527,648 (realty only). 

Kk. Owner of realty: United States Government (Department of 
the Army). 

F. Government property : 

1. Method of segregation: Not applicable, since the entire 
plant is Government owned. 

2. Rental arrangements (if none, explain contractual provi- 
sions): The plant is leased to Western Electric Co., Chicago, II1., 
until 1960 for commercial use. The terms of rental involve the 
following: 


Gress. annwdl wembelecies ueclsus toca docdcxdn ne $299,000 
Less annual maintenance cost._......._-------- 113, 000 
Net annual payments to the Government... 186, 000 


Gy. Present usage: 

1. Private production (include a statement as to whether or 
not custodian is permitted to compete for Government work) : 
The lessee is using the plant in the production of commercial 
communications equipment. Although the plant is presently 
leased and used solely for commercial production, the lessee is 
not thereby barred from competing for Government work. 

2. Government work (list Government prime contracts only 
and dollar value) : None. 

H. Remarks (state if declared excess or in process to declare ex- 
cess): The plant will be declared excess to Ordnance needs. 


33079—59 —8 
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A. Plant name: Jefferson Proving Ground (DOD No, 117). 

B. Location : Madison, Ind. 

C. Intended purpose: Amunition ballistic acceptance testing fa- 
cility. 

D. Acquisition cost : $26,450,399 (complete facility ). 

E. Owner of realty : U nited States Government. 

F. Horespment property : 

1. Method of segregation : None required. 

2. Rental arrangements: An aircraft hangar and 10 buildings 
including 630 acres of land are leased by the city of Madison, 
Ind., Board of Aviation Commissioners with cash rental return 
to the Government and equal or greater share of consideration 
in the form of maintenance service. 

G. Present usage: 
1, Private production: Facilities are being used for a municipal 
airport. 
Government work : None. 
H. Sees The seaeniate facility is being maintained for ballistic 
testing of ammunition required in the mobilization program of the 
Defense Department. 


A. Plant name: Morgantown-Ordnance Works (DOD No. 429). 
B. Location: Morgantown, W. Va. 
C, eaes purpose : Chemical manufacturing plant : 

1, Anhydrous ammonia. 

. Hexamine. 

3, Methanol. 
D. Acquisition cost : $75,776,000. 
E. Owner of realty: U ited States Government. 
F,. Government property : 

1, Method of segregation: None required as facility is 100 per- 
cent under lease. 

2. Rental arrangements: The installation is leased to the Olin 
Mathieson Chemical Cor p-, Baltimore, Md., under lease agreement 
DA-15-029-ENG-3004. Rental rate is based on percentage of 
actual sales price of lessee or current market price whichever is 
higher, for each ton of anhydrous ammonia and/or methanol pro- 
duced under a minimum production rate. The lease agreement 
contains a 6 months’ written termination clause which has been 
exercised by the lessee terminating his contract effective Novem- 
ber 23, 1958. 

G. Present usage: 

1. Private production : Lessee is manufacturing anhydrous am- 
monia and methanol for commercial consumption. 

2. Government work: None. 

H. Remarks: This facility was declared excess to the Ordnance 
Corps requirements January 29,1957. It is estimated that the disposal 
agency will take over the plant not later than July 1, 1959. 
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A. Plant name: Ravenna Arsenal (DOD No. 282). 
| B. Location: Apco, Ohio. 
| C. Intended purpose: Ammunition loading and assembly facility. 
D. Acquisition cost : $77,165,000 (complete facility). 
E. Owner of realty: United States Government. 
F. Government property : 

1. Method of segregation: None required. 

2. Rental arrangements: A building is leased by Storm Win- 
dows of Aluminum, Inc., at an annual rental of $23,034 and equal 
or greater share of consideration in the form of maintenance 
service, 

G. Present usage : 

1. Private production: The building is being used for com- 
mercial caamiedana of storm doors and windows. 

2. Government work: None. 

H. Remarks: This complete facility is being maintained as a base 
yroduction unit necessary to meet mobilization requirements of the 
Jefense Department. 


A. Plant name: San Jacinto Ammonia Works (DOD No. 397). 

B. Location : Houston, Tex. 

C. Intended purpose: Chemical manufacture of anhydrous 
ammonia. 

D. Acquisition cost : $4 million (complete facility). 

E. Owner of realty : United States Government. 

F. Government property : 

1. Method of segregation : None required, as facility is 100 per- 
cent under lease. 

2. Rental arrangements: The installation is leased to the San 
Jacinto Chemical Co., a division of Smith-Douglas Co., Inc., 
Houston, Tex., under lease agreement DA-41-243-ENG-617. 
Rental rate is based upon a flat rental plus a fee per ton of ammonia 
produced in excess of a specified tonnage. The lease may be termi- 
nated by the Government, by giving 30 days’ notice, in the event 
of a national emergency. The lessee may terminate this lease at 
the end of (1) 7 years, (2) 10 years, or (3) 15 years by giving 
120 days’ prior written notice to the Government. 

G. Present usage: 

1. Private production: Lessee is manufacturing anhydrous 
ammonia for commercial use. 

2. Government work : None. 

H. Remarks: This facility was declared excess to Ordnance Corps 
requirements on January 2, 1958, and is to be submitted, in the near 
future, to the Armed Services Committees for approval. 


A. Plant name: Sunflower Ordnance Works (DOD No. 128). 
B. Location : Lawrence, Kans. 
C. Intended purpose : Manufacture of propellents. 

1. Solventless rocket propellent. 

2. Double- and triple-base propellent. 

3. Single-base propellent. 
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D. Acquisition cost : $183,531,000 (complete facility). 
E. Owner of realty : United States Government: 
F. Government property : 

1. Method of segregation : None required. 

2. Rental arrangements: The oleum plant is leased to United 
States Industrial Chemical Co., a subsidiary of National Distillers 
Corp., for commercial production. 

G. Present usage: 

1. Private production: Oleum plant is being used for com- 
mercial production. However, when Sunflower is in partial pro- 
duction for propellents, United States Industrial Chemicals is 
obligated to supply sulfuric acid requirements to the Hercules 
Powder Co., the plant operator. 

2. Government work : None. 

H. Remarks: This oleum plant is not excess to the mobilization re- 
quirements of the Defense Department. 


Part III. Inpusrriau Factmirimes Constrrucrep DurinG FiscaL YEARS 
1957 anp 1958 anp THose CurRRENTLY CONTRACTED For 


A. Plant name: Holston Ordnance Works (DOD No. 382). 
B. Location: Kingsport, Tenn. 

C. Intended purpose: Explosive manufacturing facility. 

D. Date construction (completed) : June 1958. 

E. Acquisition cost: $108,771,710 (complete facility). 

F. Amount and status of contracts for: 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $18,500 was author- 
ized for the construction of a 32- by 72-foot steel building with 
concrete floor at truck-level height for storage of paints and flam- 
mable liquids necessary for present Government production at 
this facility. No major construction was performed during the 
last 2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This plant is 10 percent active in the production 
of cycloto] and PBRDX in small quantities. 

I. Remarks: Construction of the building was necessary for com- 
pliance with safety regulations and for protection of Government 
property. 


A. Plant name: Indiana Arsenal (Hoosier unit, DOD No. 103). 
B. Location: Charlestown, Ind. 

C. Intended purpose : Bag-loading facility. 

D. Date construction (completed) : June 1958. 

E. Acquisition cost : $57,372,000. 

F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $44,500 was author- 
ized for miscellaneous rehabilitation and modefnization of facili- 
ties, such as extension of roofs, walkways, and loading docks at 
propellent-loading lines. No major construction was performed 
during the last 2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 
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. Owner of land: United States Government. 

7 Present usage: This facility is 100-percent inactive, but is being 
maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet "mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. 

I. Remarks: The above work was necessary for compliance with 

safety regulations and for efficiency in operation and maintenance 
of the installation. 


A. Plant name: Lake City Arsenal (DOD No. 199). 
= Location: Independence, Mo. 

Intended purpose: Small-arms ammunition, caliber .30 and 7.62 
iedlipaoanet caliber .50, 60/20 millimeters, and manufacture of mis- 
cellaneous anal arms components. 

D. Date construction (forecast for completion): Third quarter, 
fiscal year 1959. 

FE. Acquisition cost: $36,563,289 (complete facility ). 

F. Amount and sté tus of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility : The amount of $295,600 was author- 
ized for miscellaneous minor construction and modernization of 
facilities necessary for present Government production. Work 
involved the extension of steam-distribution system; addition of 
grit-collection system to sewage-disposal plant; construction of 
new stream revetment and booster pumping station in the water- 
distribution system. No major construction was performed dur- 
ing the last 2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This facility is 50-percent active in the produc- 
tion of small-arms ammunition. 

I. Remarks: The above work was necessary to support the manu- 
facture of small-arms ammunition and for continuation of efficient 
operation of the installation. 


A. Plant name: Longhorn Ordnance Works (DOD No. 398). 
B. Location: Marshall, Tex 
Intended purpose: Explosive manufacturing facility. 
Date construction (forecast for completion) : Fourth quarter, 
fiscal year 1959. 

EK. Acquisition cost : $22,730,502 (complete facility). 

F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $2,891,720 was 
authorized for expansion and modification of existing facilities 
to provide capacity for processing of a new item, repair of maga- 
zine roofs, and repair of fire-damaged production building. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This facility is 14 percent active in the produc- 
tion of polysulfide propellent for loading of missile motors. 

I. Remarks: The above work was required to provide new capacity 
for loading poly$ulfide propellent into large missile motors, which 
capacity was nonexistent; to meet production schedules; for protec- 
tion of Government property; and to assure continued effici lency in 
operation and maintenance of the installation. 
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A. Plant name: Milan Arsenal (DOD No. 383). 

B. Location: Milan, Tenn. 

C. Intended purpose: Loading and assembly of rockets, shells, fuses, 
boosters, primers. 

D. Date construction (completed) : March 1958. 

E. Acquisition cost: $58,021,000 (complete facility). 

F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $59,000 was au- 
thorized for miscellaneous modernization of facilities by provid- 
ing enclosure to explosive buildings; relocation of roads, fences, 
and entrances to storage areas; unloading dock for supply of inert 
material; and relocation and barricading of propellent-service 
magazine. No major construction was performed during the last 
2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This facility is 100 percent inactive, but is being 
maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. 

I. Remarks: The above work was necessary to comply with safety 
regulations and for continuation of efficient operation and maintenance 
of the installation. 


A. Plant name: Radford Arsenal (DOD No. 411). 

B. Location: Radford, Va. 

C. Intended purpose: Propellent-manufacturing facility. 

D. Date construction (forecast for completion): Fourth quarter, 
fiscal year 1959. 

E. Acquisition cost: $161 million (complete facility). 

F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $455,000 was au- 
thorized for modernization and modification of facilities by pro- 
viding water-storage tank, lime-storage silo, diking of flammable- 
liquid tanks, wall for remote-control mold loading operation, and 
repairs to nitrocellulose building. No major construction was 
performed during the last 2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This facility is 20 percent active in the produc- 
tion of propellents. 

I. Remarks: The above work was necessary for compliance with 
safety regulations, to meet production schedules, and to assure efficient 
operation and maintenance of the facility. 


Plant name: Sunflower Ordnance Works (DOD No. 128). 
Location: Lawrence, Kans. 

Intended purpose: Propellent manufacture. 

Date construction (completed): June 1958. 

Acquisition cost : $183,531.000 (complete facility). 


Boon 








UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS AND FACILITIES 1201 


F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $18,000 was au- 
thorized for modernization of facilities by providing concrete 
drainage pads around block-breaker buildings and installation 
of a retaining fence at the burning ground. No major construc- 
tion was performed during the last 2 fiscal years. 

2. Heavy tooling: None. 

G. Owner of land: United States Government. 

H. Present usage: This facility is 100 percent inactive, but is being 
maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. 

I. Remarks: The above work was necessary for compliance with 
safety regulations and for continuation of effective and efficient opera- 
tion and maintenance of the installation. 


A. Plant name : Twin Cities Arsenal (DOD No. 195). 

B. Location: Minneapolis, Minn. 

C. Intended purpose: Manufacture of small-arms ammunition and 
155-millimeter shell MPTS. 

D. Date construction (forecast for completion): Third quarter, 
fiscal year 1959. 

EK. Acquisition cost : $50,201,444 (complete facility). 

F. Amount and status of contracts for— 

1. Construction of facility: The amount of $326,500 was au- 
thorized for the rehabilitation and/or replacement of deteriorated 
roofs on 24 buildings. These buildings are integral portions of 
the installation required i in the manufacture of small-arms ammu- 
nition. No major construction was performed during the last 2 
fiscal years. 

Heavy tooling : None. 
Ow ner of land : United States Government. 

it Present usage: This facility is 100-percent inactive, but is being 
maintained as a base production unit necessary to meet mobilization 
requirements of the Defense Department. 

I. Remarks: Repair or replacement of the roofs was essential to 
preclude further deterioration of the structures and to protect from 
the inclement weather the expensive Government-owned production 
equipment housed in these buildings. 








APPENDIX B 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., November 24, 1958. 
Mr. Joun J. CourTNEY, 

Special Counsel, Subcommittee for Special Investigations, 
Committee on Armed Services, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Courtney: In compliance with your request, an ad- 
vance copy of a Report on Utilization of Government Industrial 
Facilities was forwarded to you on November 12, 1958. This report 
was compiled by the Office of Naval Material based on information 
submitted by the material bureaus of the Navy Department. Subse- 
quent to this previous submission, additional information has been 
received requiring the report to be revised. Enclosed herewith is a 
revised copy of this report which contains minor modifications. 

It is requested that the copy of this report which was forwarded 
to you on November 12, 1958, be returned to this office. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. B. Smiru, 
Commander, United States Navy, 
Director, Congressional Investigations Division. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Report on Utilization of Government Industrial Facilities for 
House of Representatives, Committee on Armed Service, Sub- 
committee for Special Investigations 


CONTENTS 
SUBJECT 


Index of industrial facilities by city. 

Index of industrial facilities by Bureau. 

Index of industrial facilities by State. 

Part I. List of Government-owned industrial facilities not in use or 
in caretaker status. 

Part Il. List of Government-owned industrial facilities partially or 
wholly in use by contractor to Government for other than intended 
purpose. 

Part III. List of Government-owned industrial facilities constructed 
during fiscal years 1957 and 1958 and those in fiscal year 1959 cur- 
rently under contract. 
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Alphabetical index of Government-owned industrial facilities, by cities 


Location DOD No. Bureau Part Page 

sie 5 — ee soi ae 2 
Alameda, Calif. 17 | Ships II | 40 
Berkeley, Calif 20 do. I 28 
Brooklyn (Maspeth), N. Y None do. IT | 42 
Brooklyn (repair pier), N. Y 242 do II 44 
Bronx, N. Y.. ‘ 238 | Aeronautics I 2 
Callery, Pa None do IT! 73 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa--- ‘is None | Ships III | 105 
Centerline, Mich-_-- 177 | Ordnance... I 8 
Chickasaw, Ala 2 | Ships a2 II | 46 
Daingerfield, Tex. None | Ordnance Il 79 
Decatur, Il 84 do = I | 10 
Detroit, Mich 180 do_. | I 12 
East Lehigh, Pa 342 do. I | 14 
Everett, Wash. 414 | Ships I | 30 
Forest Park, Ill. 86 | Ordnance-. II! 81 
Glassmere, Pa 349 do. I | 16 
Hingham, Mass 162 | Ships | Il 48 
Huntington, W. Va 427 | Ordnance. 7 I 18 
Indianhead, Md 155 do. . Ill 83, 85, 

87 
Kansas City, Mo 202 | Aeronautics II 35 
Kearny, N. J 230 | Ships II 50 
Lewiston, N. Y oa None | Aeronautics i III | 75 
Los Angeles, Calif__. None | Ships | III | 107 
Mineola, N. Y 258 | Aeronautics I | 4 
Minneapolis, Minn-..- 194 | Ordnance_._...---.| III | 89 
Mishawaka, Ind. 477 do It | 91 
Muskogee, Okla None | Aeronautics. IIt | 77 
New Orleans, La 137 | Ships-- . II 52 
Nicetown, Pa. 361 | Ordnance____. I 20 
Panama City, Fla... 67 | Ships....-- II 54 
Philade!phia, Pa 370 Beiisé II | 56 
Pinto, W. Va- None | Ordnance....-- III | 93 
Pittsburgh (Hays), Pa Y : hon 368 G0..... I | 22 
Pittsburgh (Homestead), Pa. : 369 isi cnccee I 24 
Pomona, Calif___- 451 iin Ill 95, 97 
Port Newark, N. J 233 | Ships... a II 58 
Sacramento, Calif 467 | Ordnance. III | 99, 101 
San Pedro, Calif. -- 33 | Ships. .....-.- II 60 
Seattle, Wash 421 __ SEE II | 62 
Seneca, Tll_-_- 100 (eee II 64 
OGRE DEEN, Wieaocd Joh eveensccnnscace iin 267 Di icadicduad Il 66 
St. Louis, Mo-. Kiioes ssstiesie 206 | Ordnance ___.._.-- I 26 
Romulus, Mich pea aedinaie 471 | Aeronautics. . I 6 
Ps aatinwendinn dh cnn ccsanesacenebsnin® . 484 | Ordnance__...- Ill 103 
Tacoma, Wash_- 442 | Ships-__-.-.- I 32 
Tampa, Fla__- eos a 68 do__... II 68 
Utiea, Mich__-. Scart None do_. III | 109 
Wallington, N. J. spadabeeciemece’ 472 | Aeronautics_ Il 37 
eS Cink cb dahhdecdamanaumcnediodes wai None |» Ships _.-- Ill lil 
EE iin tcc dc Be peenssuccemes 63 einai Z II | 70 
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Alphabetical index of Government-owned industrial facilities, by bureau 


BUREAU 


Location 


Bronx, N. Y 
Callery, Pa 
Kansas City, Mo 
Lewiston, N. Y_-_- 
Mineola, N. Y_.-- 
Muskogee, Okla 
Romulus, Mich _._- 
Wallington, N. J 


BUREAU 


Centerline, Mich 
Daingerfield, Tex 

Decatur, Il 

Detroit, Mich 

East Lehigh, Pa 

Forest Park, Ill 

Glassmere, ess 
Huntington, 2 aaa 
Indian Head, Md Souskeok 
Minneapol is, Minn___- 
Mishawaka, Ind 

Nicetown, Pa 
Pinto, W. Va 
Pittsburgh (Hays), Pa. 
Pittsburgh (Homestead), Pa. 
Pomona, Calif. __..--- 
Sacramento, Calif 
Sunnyvale, ‘Calif 
St. Louis, Mo.. 


Alameda, Calif : 
Berkeley, Calif ‘ 
Brooklyn (Maspeth), N.Y 
Brooklyn (repair pier), N. Y 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
Chickasaw, Ala_..._.._..-- 
Everett, Wash_.-_- 
Hingham, Mass 

Kearny, N. J 

Los ! Angeles, Calif_ 

New Orleans, La 

Panama City, Fla 
Philadelphia, Pa 

Port Newark, N. J 

San Pedro, Calif_- 

Seattle, Wash___-_- 

Seneca, Ill 
Staten Island, N. Y 
Tacoma, Wash 
Tampa, Fla_____- 
Utica, Mich_--_-- 
Wayland, Mass 
Wilmington, Del 


BUREAU 


OF SHIPS 


OF ORDNANCE 


OF AERONAUTICS 
| DOD No. 


_ 238 | 
None 


202 
None 
258 
None 


471 | 


472 


177 


None 


180 
342 
86 
349 
427 
155 
1o4 
477 
361 
None 
368 
369 


467 
484 
206 


17 

20 
None 
242 
None 
2 

414 
162 
230 
None 
137 
67 
370 
233 
33 

421 
100 
267 
442 
68 
None 
None 
63 


Part 


It! 


age 


~ 


S190 a3 
~1 oor oe tp 


83, 85, 87 


105 


66 
68 
109 
ill 
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Alphabetical index of Government-owned industrial facilities, by State 

















Location DOD No. | Bureau |} Part | Page 
snlasinscltadiasdesiitaltlcanidienccccsibaase tee eietdadna think teak he badass eerie alin Micali sei mlesiail 
Alabama: Chickasaw- -_-_- il Jel a 2 | Ships al II 46 
California: | | | | 

Alameda. came iis igi eciminehiamintiias aging EF Utvicsletieimnnds { II | 40 
Berkeley. mah or ¥ D1. cAOBe isk ssh I | 28 
I I a il ce ard aes Be cea None OE tani ca II 107 
PONSA wckwecdse tena baeddaweunbe aie esa aiieiog | 451 | Ordnance________- | III 95, 97 
OTRMING 5s oid bas Gadde cdddenedddiatiidasiaess shina OOF in IGE, Ebb aee | Ill | 99,101 
UE Ms eet be ere sense nent II 60 
nem ea ee) oli sute bbb db } 484 | Ordnance_________| III | 103 
Delaware: Wilmington............-- itn vutinetat ine id Dee ncunhevwentes Il | 70 
Florida: | 
a a ee OF is ie ct Il | 54 
Tre. ee Seg te et aoe eee 68 |... Ep II | 68 
Illinois: | 
SRI thih a: Rite diiinliestsineQiiais wikia waptiat at “nase 84 | Ordnance-.-_.._-.-- I | 10 
WORD WE io dudes bi. i Tes ‘ 66 1... ee. pice Ill | 81 
Re i cudiuie seme . sedikéiknanibaamen 100 | Ships = --...---.-- Il | 64 
Indiana: Mishawaka-.--- a Tso cee dies 477 | Ordnance--_-_-_..--- | III 91 
Iowa: Cedar Rapids. 5 Ss ee None | Ships -....-...-..| III | 105 
ee i eee ee eee | Oey 6s ie ee Il 52 
Maryland: Indian Head_._......................-..-- | 155 | Ordnance._._..___- | III | 83, 85, 
| 87 
Massachusetts: 
Se 55) este gd he a i ey } 162 | Ships.........._.- } II | 48 
cs bnstisirts nde crtnlncedstnmsisiets sateuduwincpanedaa’ None |.-..-.. Risciascnevant ITI | 111 
Michigan: 
MN, 8 iui.) Sn nahueeode . hppabeg | 177 | Ordnmance.-...._.-- I 8 
SG tae, <p cn eaatauuwen Sas a 180 | ia a heaenicea I 12 
I a thas cBhn desma dca ieee bina eaien willbe x grcmcake 471 | Aeronautics. _____- I |} 6 
ee es | None | Ships... -.........} III | 109 
Minnesota: Minneapolis. ........................-..--- 194 Ordnance Lucedea Ill 89 
Missouri: | 
PIII Ns Fh eek anivicesnewteis - 202 | Aeronautics__._-~- II | 35 
Re 3 ns ae Se | 206 | Ordnance... ..-..- | I | 26 
New Jersey: | | 
Seleuan a j vette 750 | Ships. 552i II | 50 
RE I ee 233 |..--- Os ccdeinnide II | 58 
Wallington............. Sr bSedaia coddunes ulated) 472 | Aeronautics. ..._-_} II 37 
New York: | | 
I Ee Raaialecacietei re Sia Shcaie nee oun maphpwnecndetetaw aie | BE Fn 5d Oi ntin dandy acet I 2 
Brooklyn (Maspeth anmex) «2 li cJaksoeSeecblleal None | Ships...........-- II | 42 
Ne a 9 1:5... 4s eee II | 44 
Lewiston Bh Seok Lie. None | Aeronautics NI III | 75 
DEWOOIA.. 2. ~ 65d icbbnntth bikstSace sd sph. <andddsitobe N 258 |...-- OO. ited | 4 
Staten Island. LC ahoeseet ison ndiioe teas YT Gee: % cae ncccaie | II 66 
Okiaboma: Moashkopees i... kt il None | Aeronautics. .._._- III | 77 
Pe wee lvania: 

Callery atelier ae SL Ill 7 
eet TO GT ch tee taal luke losdeal 342 Ordnance. --....-.| I 14 
I. tac heebinnbhaskecedeaundews eae amaie at Se ee ata I | 16 
a ties a | See @0.....205953.31) I} 20 
BN i a ik nel hen nen al S70 | Ghing..- .-.-.-.ds»! II | 56 
Pittsburgh (Hays) __...--...-.-.-----.-.-.---_--_- 368 Ordnance.._..___- I 22 
Pittsburgh eemestent) a sispiieaiataala ei eae Rc do al eal 1 | 24 

TG: SR co hisd da tears ose cwaenuoes sabccsel None |_....do ~ooaeel III | 79 
Washington; | 
ithe os eR an ann Gan ckdanirenaheiaeeeiaaes Ri. eee I | 30 
NN ES on a ie a oy Cl a #49 2. -LidOLi. le: I | 32 
Seattle PORE ae iets os wcll a re i Diced dencl AS | II 62 
West Virginia: | 
Huntington__.......... scence hac alla rasa 427 | Ordnance. ........| I 18 
PO Bed didetee pcucnccbwierncodieucte hte 2 EEE None | . eee III | 93 
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Parr. I. GovERNMENT-OwneED INpustTrRIAL Facinirres Nor 1n Usk or 
IN CARETAKER STATUS 


SPONSORING BUREAU : AERONAUTICS 


1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant. 
2. Location: Bronx, N. Y. 
3. DOD number: 238. 
4. Intended purpose: Research and development and resultant pro- 
duction on new-type armament and fire-control equipment. 
Acquisition cost (total) , $617,000: 
(a) Land: $17,000. 
(6) Buildings: $599,000, 
(c) Equipment: None. 
(d) Other (fencing) : $1,000. 
Accessibility with respect to: 
(az) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Railroad 
adjacent to plant, siding within 1 mile. Docks within 10 miles. 
Highways adequate. Approximately 15 miles to LaGuardia 


Airport. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: New York City industrial 
area. 

(c) Material sources: Material sources adequate for intended 
purpose. 


Annual cost of upkeep: None. 


ey 


8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 0.56. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: One permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 55,300. 

9. Availability of utilities: 


(a) Water: 5-inch pipe, 70 pounds per square inch. 

(6) Sewer: New York sanitary sewage system, 10-inch cast- 
iron pipe. 

(c) Electric power: Consolidated Edison Co., 120/208 volts, 
600 amperes. 

(d) Gas: Consolidated Edison Co., 4-inch pipe, 3 pounds per 
square inch. 

(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 

10. Personnel housing available: None. 

(a) Wholly used. 

(b) Partially used. 

(c) Unused. 

11. Remarks: 

(a) Declared excess to Bureau of Aeronautics requirements on 
March 14, 1958. 

(6) Department of the Army interested in acquiring facility. 
Transfer request is currently awaiting Assistant Secretary of the 
Army approval prior to submission to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Properties and Installations) and Armed Services Com- 
mittees for final approval. 
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1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant. 

2. Location: Mineola, N.Y. 

3. DOD number: 258 

4. Intended purpose : Electronic research and development of 
prototype models. 

5. Acquisition cost (total) , $204,000. 

(a) Land: $31,000. 

(6) Buildings: $171,000. 

(c) Equipment: None. 

(d) Other (fencing, waste disposal) : $2,000. 

6. Accessibility with respect to: 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Railroad 
west of plant. Highways adequate. Approximately 25 miles to 
New York Harbor. Approximately 14 miles to Idlewild and 17 
miles to LaGuardia Airport. Within 2 miles of Mitchel Field. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: New York City industrial 
area. 

(c) Material sources: Material sources adequate for intended 
purpose, 

Annual cost of upkeep: None. 
. Description of real property: 
(a) Acreage: 0.65. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: five permanent types. 
(c) Total building square footage: 17,400. 
Availability of utilities : 
(a) Water: Village of Mineola: Domestic, 2-inch line; fire, 
8-inch line. 
(6) Sewer: Village of Mineola: 5-inch sanitary, 8-inch storm. 
(c) Electric power: Long Island Lighting Co., 208 volts, 450 
amperes. 
(d) Gas: 2-inch line, 6-ounce pressure. 
(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 
0. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
1. Remarks: 
(a2) Declared excess to Bureau of Aeronautics requirements on 
February 7, 1956. 
(6) Turned over to GSA on February 4, 1957, for disposal. 
(c) Plant outleased by GSA to Airborne Instruments for 18 
months starting July 1, 1958. 
(cd) Ms wchine tools and related production equipment trans- 
ferred to Department of Air Force. 


Cost 


ors 
_ 


1. Plantname: Naval Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant. 
2. Location: Romulus, Mich. 
3} DOD number: 471. 
4. Intended purpose: Jet-engine production and testing capacity 
for mobilization. 
Anan nest (total) , $15,186,000 : 
(a) Land: $354,000. 
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(6) Buildings: $10,745,000. 

(c) Equipment: None. 

(d) Other (miscellaneous test facilities, utilities, paving, drain- 
age, etc.) : $4,087,000. 

Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation faciilties: Railroad 
siding into plant. Approximately 20 miles to nearest dock facili- 
ties. Highways adequate. Approximately 4 miles from Detroit- 
Wayne Major Airport and 6 miles from Willow Run Airport. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: Detroit industrial area. 

(c) Material sources: Material sources adequate for the in- 
tended purpose. 

. Annual cost of upkeep: None. 
. Description of real property : 

(a) Acreage: 157.78 acres owned and 0.52 acre of powerline 
easement. 

(6) Number and type of buildings: 15 permanent types. 

(c) Total building square footage: 651,000. 

. Availability of utilities: 

(a) Water: Village of Romulus, 14-inch line, 1,000 gallons per 
minute at 40 pounds per square inch. 

(6) Sewer: Wayne County sanitary sewer. 

(c) Electric power: Detroit Edison Co., 13,800 volts through 
4,000-kilovolt-ampere transformers. 

(d) Gas: Michigan Consolidated Gas line near site; limited 
supply. 

(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 

10. Personnel housing available: None. 

(a) Wholly used. 

(6) Partially used. 

(c) Unused. 

11. Remarks: 

(a) Declared excess to Bureau of Aeronautics requirements on 
February 7, 1958. 

(6) Turned over to GSA on July 30, 1958, for disposal. 

(c) Machine tools and related production equipment are in 
process of being removed. Completion is estimated by March 1, 
1959. 

(d) Present status: Appraisal report scheduled for completion 
in January 1959; advertising for bids scheduled in March 1959; 
bid opening scheduled in April 1959. 


6. 


~ 


O =-t 


© 


SPONSORING BUREAU : ORDNANCE 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Centerline, Mich. (Ford Motor Co.). 
2. Location : Centerline, Mich. 
3. DOD number: 177. 
4. Intended purpose: This plant has been leased the past 10 years, 
through December 31, 1957, for commercial work. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $9,079,201 : 
(a) Land: $165,117. 
(5) Buildings : $8,081,363. 
(c) Equipment: None. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $832,721. 
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6. Accessibility with respect to: 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities : Rail spur into 
plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: This is a suburb of Detroit. 
(c) Material sources: Chicago, Milwaukee, Gary, Ind., Pitts- 
burgh, ete. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep : None. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 133. 
(6) Number and type of buildings : 29 permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage : 1,101,742. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power : Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communitions : Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available : None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant was declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance re- 
quirements on March 27, 1957. 
(6) Turned over to GSA for disposal on September 12, 1957. 
(c) Present status: GSA unsuccessful in first attempt to sell 
by advertising. Stillin surplus. GSA attempting to locate purchaser. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Decatur, Ill. (Macon Arms, Inc.). 


2. Location: Decatur, Il. 
9 


3. DOD number: 84. 
4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of 1,000- and 2,000-pound low- 
drag bombs and various sizes of projectiles. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $23,911,773: 
(a) Land: $40,000. 
(6) Buildings: $6,549,073. 
(c) Equipment : $15,667,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, trackage, etc.) : $1,655,700. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur into 
plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: Chicago, St. Louis. 
(c) Material sources: Gary, Ind., Youngstown, Pittsburgh. 
. Annual cost of upkeep: $370,000. 
. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 18.5. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 14 permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage : 277,096. 
). Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 


Q0 =I 


—_ 
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(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant was placed in standby on July 1, 1958. 
(6) Maintenance costs for second year should be much less than 
cost for first year. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Detroit, Mich. (Borg-Warner Corp.). 
2. Location: Detroit, Mich. 
3. DOD number: 180. 
4. Intended purpose: Production of 40-millimeter steel cartridge 
cases. 
5. Acquisition cost (total) , $2,654,100: 
(a) Land: $672,500. 
(6) Buildings : $532,230. 
(c) Equipment: $1,342,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $107,370. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur into 
plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: Chicago, Toledo, Cleveland. 
(c) Material sources: Gary, Ind. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep: None. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 12. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 11 permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 171,284. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant was declared excess to the Bureau of Ordnance 
requirements on June 10, 1957. 
(6) Turned over to GSA for disposal on March 4, 1958. 
(c) Present status: Auction held at site on October 28 1958: 
results of auction currently being reviewed by GSA prior to final 
determination. 





1. Plant name: NIROP, East Lehigh, Pa. (Bethlehem Steel Co.). 
2. Location: East Lehigh, Pa. 
3. DOD number: 342. 
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4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of projectiles. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $34,046,576 : 

(a) Land: $196,751. 

(6) Buildings: $5,244,297. 

(c) Equipment: $23,571,000. 

(dz) Other (utilities, paving, trackage, fencing, alarm system, 
etc.) : $5,034,528. 

}. Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur into 
plant. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: Main Bethlehem plant within 
1 mile. 

(c) Material sources: All received from main Bethlehem plant. 

7. Annual cost of upkeep : $335,000. 

. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 300. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 34, mostly permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage : 1,300,000. 

). Availability of utilities: 

(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 

(6) Sewer: Adequate for purpose intended. 

(c) Electric power : Adequate for purpose intended. 

(d) Gas: Adequate. 

(e) Communications: Adequate. 

10. Personnel housing available: None. 

(a) Wholly used. 

(6) Partially used. 

(c) Unused. 

11. Remarks: 

(a) This plant declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance require- 
ments on January 24, 1957. 

(6) Turned over to GSA for disposal on July 28, 1958. 

(c) Present status: Preliminary negotiations held with Beth- 
lehem Steel Co. Final negotiations tentatively scheduled for Feb- 
ruary or March 1959. Negotiations complicated by requirement 
of Defense Material Service for 1 building, 55 acres of land, rail 
facilities, and utilities. 


e 


-~ 


SL 
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1. Plant name: NIROP, Glassmere, Pa. (Aluminum Company of 
America). 
2. Location : Glassmere, Pa. 
3. DOD number : 349. 
4. Intended purpose. Production of atomized aluminum powder. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $864,880 : 
(a) Land: $120,523. 
(6) Buildings : $249,563. 
(c) Equipment : $378,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $116,794. 
}. Acessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Spur into 
plant. Highways adequate. 


— 
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(6) Other manufacturing areas: Pittsburgh within 20 miles. 
(c) Material sources: Pig alumium comes from Alcoa plant 
in New Kensington, less than 1 mile. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep : None. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 33. 
(6) Number and type of buildings : 14 permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage : 30,000. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purposes intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications : Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(5) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance re- 
quirements on February 27, 1957. 
(6) Turned over GSA for disposal on February 27, 1958. 
(c) Present status: Bid opening scheduled on November 20, 
1958, for public sale. 














1. Plant name: NIROP, Huntington, W. Va. (Sylvania Electric 
Products, Inc.). 

2. Location: Huntington, W. Va. 

3. DOD number: 427. 

4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of VT fuse tubes. 

5. Acquisition cost (total) , $3,523,637 : 

(a) Land: $50,300. 

(6) Buildings: $1,518,224. 

te) Equipment: $1,793,000. 

(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $162,113. 

6. Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: No rail, all 
truck. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: Louisville, Cincinnati, Pitts- 
burgh, Charleston, W. Va. 

(c) Material sources: Feeder plants are established within a 
50-mile radius which supplies components to the plant when it 
operates at 1-shift capacity. 

* p peer cost of upkeep: $23,000. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 12.6. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: Nine, mostly permanent 


type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 130,873. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
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(c) Electric power: Adequate. 

(d) Gas: Adequate. 

(e) Communications: Adequate. 

10. Personnel housing available: None. 

(a) Wholly used. 

(6) Partially used. 

(c) Unused. 

11. Remarks: 

(a) Declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance requirements on 
July 7, 1958. 

(6) Present status: Screening through DOD completed. Dis- 
posal project being finalized by Bureau of Yards and Docks for 
approval by Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material) and 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) 
and Armed Services Committees of Congress. 





1. Plant name: NIROP, Nicetown, Pa. (Midvale-Heppenstall Co.). 
2. Location : Nicetown, Pa. 
3. DOD number: 361. 
4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of armor forgings and projec- 
tiles. 
5. Acquisition cost (total) , $8,791,268 : 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings : $1,426,052. 
(c) Equipment : $7,299,000. 
(d) Other (fuel storage) : $66,216. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur 
into plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: This is a section of Philadel- 
phia. 
(c) Material sources: Steel is melted and poured at the plant 
(not in the NIROP portion). 
7. Annual cost of upkeep : $23,000. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: None Government owned. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 3; 1 permanent type, 2 
semipermanent. 
(c) Total building square footage : 259,938. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power : Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
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11. Remarks: 


(a) This plant declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance require- 
ments on June 10, 1957. 


(6) GSA delegated authority to Bureau of Yards and Docks in 
May 1958 to act as disposal] agent. 

(c) Present status: Apprais sal has been received and is cur- 
rently being reviewed in the Bureau of Yards and Docks. The 
Bureau of Yards and Docks is requesting firm proposal from 
Midvale-Heppenstall Co. prior to negotiating sale. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Pittsburgh (Hays), Pa. (Youngstown 
Kitchens division). 
2. Location: Pittsburgh, Pa. 
3. DOD number: 368. 
4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of various sizes of projectiles for 
both Army and Navy. 
5. Acquisition cost (total) , $15,985,308 : 
(a) Land: $94,300. 
(6) Buildings: $2,238,680. 
(c) Equipment: $9,640,000. 
(7) Other (utilities, sewage plant, paving, drainage, trackage, 
etc.) : $4,012,328. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur into 
plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: Philadelphia, Decatur, 
Poughkeepsie. 
(c) Material sources: Pittsburgh. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep: $100,000. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 7.9. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: Five permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 240,000. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
2) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: (a) This plant was placed in standby July 1, 1957. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Pittsburgh (Homestead, Pa. (United 
States Steel Corp.). 


2. Location: Pittsburgh, Pa. 

3. DOD number: 369. 

4. Intended purpose: Heat treating of special-treatment steel plate. 
Acquisition cost (total) : $742,000. 
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(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings: $404,000. 
(c) Equipment: $338,000. 
6. Accessibility with respect to: 
_ (a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur 
into plant. Highways adequate. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: Philadelphia and Bethlehem. 
(c) Material sources: The Homestead plant of United States 
Steel makes the steel and rolls the plate which is heat treated in 
the NIROP. Incidently, United States Steel also owns and 
operates a similar facility at Homestead. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep: None. 
8. Description of real property: 
(a) -Acreage: None. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: One; permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 110,000. 
. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant declared excess to Bureau of Ordnance require- 
ments, June 10, 1957. 
(6) Turned over to GSA for disposal on September 22, 1958. 


“7* 
_ 


may 
(c) Present status: Appraisal being made prior to negotiations 
for sale to United States Steel Corp. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, St. Louis, Mo. (McQuay-Norris Manu- 
facturing Co.). 

2. Location: St. Louis, Mo. 

3. DOD number: 206. 

4. Intended purpose: Assembly of VT fuzes. 

5. Acquisition cost (total), $4,575,478 : 

(a) Land: $100,000. 

(6) Buildings: $3,856,139. 

(c) Equipment: $363,000. 

(d) Other (covered storage, utilities, paving, trackage, etc.) : 
$256,339. 

3. Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail spur 
into plant; highways adequate. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: This is primarily an assembly 
plant; its components come from Rochester, Huntington, Cleve- 
land, Canton, Bennington principally. 

(c) Material sources: Very little, if any, raw material is used. 

7. Annual cost of upkeep: $200,000. 


— 
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8. Description of real property: 
(a) Acreage: 3.8. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: Two permanent type. 
(c) Total building square footage: 239,740. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for purpose intended. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate. 
(d) Gas: Adequate. 
(e) Communications: Adequate. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) This plant was placed in standby during first quarter of 
fiscal year 1959. 
(6) Maintenance costs for fiscal year 1960 should be much less 
than fiscal year 1959 costs. 


SPONSORING BUREAU : SHIPS 


1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Forge Plant. 
2. Location: Berkeley, Calif. 
- DOD number: 20. 
. Intended purpose: Heavy forgings. 
. Acquisition cost (total) , $2,856,000 : 
(a) Land: $39,000. 
(6) Buildings: $589,000. 
(c) Equipment: $1,932,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, trackage, fencing, etc.) : $296,000. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 
(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail siding 
into facility; highways are adequate for intended purpose. 
(6) Other manufacturing areas: San Francisco industrial area. 
(c) Material sources: Adequate for intended purpose. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep: $1.000. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 2.9 acres. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 4 permanent and semi- 
permanent types. 
(c) Total building square footage: 89,000. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(dz) Gas: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 


or > Oo 





UTILIZATION OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED PLANTS AND FACILITIES 1217 


11. Remarks: 


(a) Declared excess to BuShips current requirements on 
November 13, 1957. 


. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: Everett, Wash. 

- DOD number: 414. 

. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total), $6,510,000: 

(a) Land: $499,000. 

(6) Buildings: $1,526,000. 

(c) Equipment: $1,827,000. 

(d) Other (pier, bulkheads, shipways, utilities, paving, etc.) : 

2,658,000. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail siding 
into facility, piers and highways are adequate for intended pur- 
pose. 

(6) Other manufacturing areas: Puget Sound industrial area. 

(c) Material sources: Adequate for intended purpose. 

. Annual cost of upkeep : $116,000. 
. Description of real property : 

(a) Acreage: 74 acres. 

(6) Number and type of buildings: 49 permanent and semiper- 
manent types. 

(¢) Total building square footage : 361,720. 

9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(b) Sewer: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(d) Gas: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: (a) Declared excess to BuShips requirements in July 
1958 to BuDocks for leasing. 


ore cob 
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. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: Tacoma, Wash. 
3. DOD number: 442. 
. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total) , $13,456,000 : 

(a) Land: $1,953,000. 

(6) Buildings: $2,400,000. 

(c) Equipment: $6,850,000. 

(d) Other (piers, wharves, bulkheads, utilities, paving, ete.) : 
$2,253,000. 
6. Accessibility with respect to— 

(a) Railroad and other transportation facilities: Rail siding 
into facility. Piers and highways are adequate for intended pur- 
pose. 


tH CO DO 
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(6) Other manufacturing area: Puget Sound industrial area. 
(c) Material sources: Adequate for intended purpose. 
7. Annual cost of upkeep: $200,000. 
8. Description of real property : 
(a) Acreage: 186 acres of land, 51 acres under water. 
(6) Number and type of buildings: 116 permanent and semi- 
permanent types. 
(c) Total building square footage: 1,772,000. 
9. Availability of utilities: 
(a) Water: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(6) Sewer: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(c) Electric power: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(7) Gas: Adequate for intended purpose. 
(e) Communications: Adequate for intended purpose. 
10. Personnel housing available: None. 
(a) Wholly used. 
(6) Partially used. 
(c) Unused. 
11. Remarks: 
(a) Declared excess to BuShips requirements on March 20, 
1958, for ee subject to national security clause. 
(b) Declared excess to GSA for disposal on September 29, 1958. 


Part II. GoverNMENT-OwNED INnpusTRIAL Facruitires PARTIALLY OR 
WHuoty In Use spy Contractor TO GOVERNMENT AND ESSENTIALLY 
INACTIVE FOR INTENDED PuRPOsE 


SPONSORING BUREAU : AERONAUTICS 


1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant. 
2. Location: Kansas City, Mo. 
3. DOD number: 202. 
4, Intended purpose: Current and mobilization production of jet 
aircraft engines and parts. 
Acquisition cost (total) : $96,224,000: 
(a) Land: $1,164,000. 
(6) Buildings: $31,107,000. 
(c) Equipment: $60,966,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, drainage, fencing, etc.) : 
/——. 
. Contractor using: Westinghouse Electric Corp., Bendix Avia- 
an Corp., General Services Administration (Internal Revenue 
Service), Burns & McDonald. (a) Extent of use of floor area: 


Percent 
eR oe Se ee ee oS A ace leie se sce ain db enh dee 98. : 
A Nc a at sss cain okie dead ad pa aba end saad ilar he A ./ . 
ie ee ee ; 
Burns & McDon: a a a lat ee al ad ech nee Ain ec cphastendpenaiwedec alia 0.5 


7. Owner of realty: Government. 

8. Government property: 366 acres owned, 344 acres under ease- 
ments; 31 buildings mostly permanent type with tetal floor space of 
3,599,408 square feet. (a) Method of segregation: Government owns, 
by dollar value, approximately 86 percent of the production equip- 
ment in the plant. Contractor-owned production equipment is inter- 
mingled with Government equipment. 
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9. Rental arrangements: Rate of 0.85 percent of total gross com- 
mercial billings plus maximum annual maintenance obligation of 
$625,000 per year on realty. Rent-free use of tools for Government 
work. (See Remarks. ) 

10, Private production: 

(a) Item: Various commerci ial work amounting to $251,028 as 

of quarter ending June 30, 1958 

(4) Permitted toc ompete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production—(a) Amount of prime contracts: 
$7,698,000, quarter ending June 30, 1958; Government backlog, 
$30,291,000. 

Remarks: For 6-month period ending June 30, 1958, contractor 
paid a total cash rental of $12,044 for use of real property under lease 
NOa 5880. Contracting officer letter of July 30, 1958, authorized use 
of certain tools for commercial work not exceeding $870,000 for 1958 
and agreed to rental formula. WECO occupied portion is utilized 
at 4.6 percent of maximum capacity based on man-hours. 


1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant. 

2. Location: Wallington, N. J. 

3. DOD number: 472. 

4. Intended purpose: Production of aircraft propeller blades, cores 
and helicopter spars. 

Acquisition cost (total), $9,122,000: 
(a) Land: $16,000. 
(6) Buildings: $2,566,000. 
(c) Equipment: $6,276,000. 
(d) Other (utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $264,000. 

6. Contractor using: Tube Reducing Corp. (a) Extent of use: 

ee at 40 percent capacity. 
. Owner of realty: Government. 

8. Government property: 5 buildings all permanent type, 6 acres, 
101,425 square feet. (a) Method of segregation: Plant totally Gov- 
ernment owned. 

9. Rental arrangements: Use provisions of facilities contract Noa 
1182 authorizes rent-free use for Government work; contracting offi- 
cer’s letter authorized rental at 2 percent of net sales for commercial 
work. 

10. Private production: 

(a) Item: Limited current work is about 5 percent commer- 
cial ; special tubing extrusions. 
(b) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production—(q) Amount of prime contracts: 
Limited current work is about 95 percent Government with backlog of 
current orders and quotations of $1,500,000. 

12. Remarks: Plant utilized about 40 percent of capacity. Current 
Government work is primarily for AEC. Facility 1s unique in that 
it is the only one in the country capable of producing special tubing 
having close tolerances and physical characteristics for ones items. 
The lar ge 10-inch and 18-inch machines are specially designed for 
hollow steel propeller blades and are retained for mobilization use. 
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Pilot production of new products and sample runs are being made 
with anticipated production by June 30, 1959, of $350,000 Government 
and $85,000 commercial per month. 


SPONSORING BUREAU: ORDNANCE 


The Bureau of Ordnance has no industrial facilities listed under 
part IT of this report. 


SPONSORING BUREAU : SHIPS 


. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: Alameda, Calif. 
. DOD number: 17. 
. Intended purpose : Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total) , $6,350,000: 
(a) Land: $485,000. 
(6) Buildings : $1,686,000. 
(c) Equipment: $2,973,000 (includes $2,713,000 for floating 
drydocks). 
(d) Other (wharves, piers, bulkhead, utilities, paving, etc.) : 
$1,206,000. 
6. Contractor using: Moore Dry Dock. (a) Extent of use: Using 
approximately 50 percent of ship scrapping and ship repair. 
7. Owner of realty: 39.4 acres Government owned; 71 buildings; 
44,000 square feet ; 27.7 acres privately owned. 
8. Government property—(a) Method of segregation : Government 
owned except for land in-leased ; therefore, none required. 
9. Rental arrangements : $75,000. 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted, 
however, priority must be given to Government work. 
(a) Item: See 6 (a) above. 
(5) Permitted to compete for Government work : Yes. 
11. Government production, BuShips: None. 
12. Remarks: 
(a) Approximately 50 percent including privately owned land, 
declared excess in December 1957. 
(6) Present status: Disposal project approved by Senate Armed 
Services Committee September 12, 1958; awaiting approval of 
House Armed Services Committee. 


orm Co bo 





1. Plant name: Maspeth Annex to the New York Naval Shipyard. 
2. Location: Brooklyn, N. Y. 
3. DOD number: None assigned. 
4, Intended purpose: Storage facility for naval shipyard. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $8 million: 
(a) Land: $1,112,325. 
(6) Buildings: $6,887,675 (34 buildings; 1,025,000 square feet). 
(c) Equipment: Not applicable. Facility used only for stor- 
age. All original production equipment was removed prior to 
transfer to Navy. 
(7) Other: None. 
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6. Contractor using: Navy use. (a) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
7. Owner of realty : Government owned, 98 acres. 
8. Government property: Entirely Government owned. (a) 
Method of segregation: Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements: None. 
10. Private production: Not applicable. 
(a) Item: None; used by Government for storage. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Not appli- 
cable. 
11. Government production: Not applicable. (a) Amount of prime 
contracts: None. 
12. Remarks: 
(a) Equipment in process of being relocated. Completion es- 
timated December 31, 1958. 
(6) Facility is in process of being declared excess to BuShips 
requirements effective December 31, 1958. 





1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Repair Pier. 
2. Location: Brooklyn, N. Y. 
3. DODnumber: 242. 
4. Intended purpose: Ship repair. 
5. Acquisition cost (total), $1,260,000: 
(a) Land: $317,000. 
(6) Buildings: $208,000. 
(c) Equipment: $171,000. 
(d) Other (piers, bulkheads, utilities, paving, etc.) : $564,000. 
6. Contractor using: American stevedore, 10 acres including pier, 
terminal operations; Andover Realty, water area adjacent to pier, 
docking and loading ships. (@) Extent of use: Wholly used. 
7. Owner of realty: Government owned, 10.5 acres; 5 buildings 
consisting of 105,689 square feet. 
8. Government property: Entirely Government owned. (a) 
Method of segregation: Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements: $106,000. 
10. Private production: Service only. Private and commercial 
work permitted. 
(a) Item: None. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11. Government production: BuShips. (a) Amount of prime con- 
tracts: None at present. 
12. Remarks: 
(a) Declared excess to BuShips requirements on April 24, 
1958. 
(5) Present status: Declared excess to GSA for disposal 
October 23, 1958. 


. Plant name: Waterman Steamship Corp. 

. Location : Chickasaw, Ala. 

» DOD number: 2. 

. Intended purpose : Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total), $4,823,000: 
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te Land :0. 
6) Buildings : $1,575,000. 
(c) Equipment: $1, 323 ,000. 
(d) Other (piers, utilities, paving, fencing, etc.) : $1,425,000. 

6. Contractor using: Waterman Steamship Corp. has right to use 
entire facility for shipbuilding, ship repair and general ‘shipwork. 
(a) Extent of use: Corporation presently using ‘approximately 10 
percent. 

7. Owner of realty: Totally privately owned consisting of approxi- 
mately 181 acres. 

8. Government property : 34 Government-owned buildings consist- 
ing of 394,000 square feet. (a) Method of segregation: Government 
property intermingled with contractor property. 

9. Rental arrangements : $100,000. 

10. Private production : Yes. Permitted. However, priority must 
be given to Government work as Navy may direct. 

(a) Item: None; Mobile ship repair operates yard for Water- 
man; Waterman has master ship repair contract. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips. (a) Amount of prime con- 
tracts: None. 

12. Remarks: Contractor recently reactivated yard for conversion 
of a number of its ships to lift-on and lift-off. This work completed. 
Only small portion of yard presently being used for ship repair. 


1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
2. Location: Hingham, Mass. 
3. DOD number: 162 
4. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding. 
5. Acquisition cost (total) , $23,381,000: 
(a) Land: $221,000. 
(5) Buildings: $8,447,000. 
(c) E quipment : $5,749,000. 
(d) Other (piers, wharves, shipways, utilities, paving, etc.) : 
$8,964,000. 
6. Contractor using: Allied Industries. (a) Extent of use: Ap- 
pees 90 percent of yard, light manufacturing and storage. 
. Owner of realty: Government-owned 226 acres, 72 buildings 
coping of 1,400,000 square feet. 
8. Government property: Entirely Government-owned. (a) 
Method of segregation: Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements: $44,000 (long-term maintenance or cash 
as directed). 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 
(a) Item: Light manufacturing. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11. Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount of 
prime contracts: None at present. 
12. Remarks: (a) Facility is in process of being declared excess 
to BuShips requirements. 
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. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: Kearny, N. J. 

DOD number 230. 

Intended purpose : Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
Acquisition cost (total), $25,413,000: 

(a) Land: $700,000. 

(6) Buildings: $7,171,000. 

(c) Equipment : $9,312,000. 

(7) Other (wharves, shipways, sewage plant, utilities, etc.) : 
$8,230,000. 

6. Contractor using: Coe Steel, 2 buildings; Crylon Steel, 2 build- 
ings; Ship & Power, 1 building; Layfette Iron, 1 building; Auto 
Storage, 1 building, Lipsett; Metro Storage, 1 building (pier space) ; 
Gibbs & Cox, 1 building; Nuclear Engineering, 2 buildings. (@) Ex- 
tent of use: Light manufacturing, storage, office, berthing storage, 
and 650 foot pier space. 

7. Owner of realty; 165.6 acres Government-owned ; 151 buildings; 
871,000 square feet. 

8. Government property—(a) Method of segregation: Entirely 
Government-owned. 

9. Rental arrangements: $200,000 (long-term maintenance or cash 
as directed). 

10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 

(a) Item: See 6 (a) above. 
(5) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount of prime 
contracts. 

12. Remarks: In addition to the information shown in column (6) 
substantial proportion of the yard is used by National Guard, Maritime 
Administration, and General Services Administration. 
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1. Plantname: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 

2. Location: New Orleans, La. 

3. DOD number: 137. 

4, Intended purpose: Shipbuilding. 

5, Acquisition cost (total) , $9,023,000 : 

(a) Land: None. 

(6) Buildings: $2,995,000. 

(c) Equipment: $1,087,000. 

(dz) Other (Wharves, shipways, bulkheads, utilities, etc.) : 
$4,941,000. 

6. Contractor using: Rosson-Richards, 3 buildings; Rayon Indus- 
tries, 1 building, 2 acres; Corrosion protection, Storage Co., 1 building, 
1 acre; OK Storage, 2 buildings; Denning, 1 building; Famworth, 1 
building; Chase, 1 building; Graham Engineering, 1 building; Lou- 
isiana Materials, 114 acres; Gulf Transportation Terminal Command 
and Maritime also using; Corps of Engineers, approximately 50 
percent. 

7. Owner of realty: 144.7 acres privately owned; 83 buildings; 
762,000 square feet. 

8. Government property—(a) Method of segregation : Government- 
owned except for land. Not required. 
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9. Rental arrangements: $81,000 (long-term maintenance or cash as 
directed). 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 

(a) Item: See6 (a) above. 

(b) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount of 
prime contracts. 
12. Remarks: 

(a) Yard referred to the Bureau of Yards and Docks for nego- 
tiation of termination of land leased from Commission of the 
Port of New Orleans, with security clause if possible, without 
expenditure of Government funds for restoration. 

(6) Present status: Negotiations with Commission of the Port 
of New Orleans currently in progress. 





1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 

2. Location : Panama City, Fla. 

3. DOD number : 67. 

4. Intended purpose : Shipbuilding. 

5. Acquisition cost (total), $7,862,000: 

(a) Land: $700,000. 

(6) Buildings : $837,000. 

(c) Equipment : $801,000. 

(d) Other (wharves, shipways, utilities, paving, etc.) : $5,524,- 
000. 

6. Contractor using: Panama City Port Authority principal user. 
(a) Extent of use: Except portions permitted to Mine School and 
Army, Panama City Port Authority has right to use entire facility 
but at present using approximately 20 percent for terminal operations, 
warehousing, etc. 

7. Owner of realty: 117.7 acres Government owned; 55 buildings, 
307,000 square feet. 

8. Government property—(a) Method of segregation: Entirely 
Government owned. 

9. Rental arrangements (see No. 12 on following page). 

10. Private production: Approval must be received to use for uses 
other than specified in leases. Priority must be given to shipbuilding 
and ship repair when required. 

(a) Item: See6 (a) above. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work : Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips, None. (a) Amount of 
prime contracts. 

12. Remarks: $1 million in improvements over 10 years period 
of lease; $36,000 per annum in directed maintenance until March 18, 
1961 ; $25,000 rent per annum after March 19, 1961. 





1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
2. Location : Philadelphia, Pa. 

3. DOD number : 370. 

4. Intended purpose : Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
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5. Acquisition cost (total) , $23,441,000 : 
(a) Land : $1,262,000. 
(6) Buildings : $6,103,000. 
(c) Equipment : $7,526,000. 
(d) Other (piers, shipways, graving dock, paving, etc.) : 
$8,550,000. 

6. Contractor using: Small portion (10 percent) leased to Galanot 
Products Co.; remainder leased to General Public Warehousing; por- 
tion subleased to Keystone Ship Repair. (a) Extent of use: For 
metal fabricating, warehousing, and ship repair. 

7. Owner of realty: 53.9 acres Government owned; 94 buildings, 
1,108,000 square feet ; 1.4 acres privately owned. 

8. Government property—(a) Method of segregation: Entirely 
Government owned except small portion of land in-leased. 

9. Rental arrangements: $216,000 (long-term maintenance or cash 
as directed). 

10. Private production : Private and commercial work permitted. 

(a) Item: Metal fabrication. 
(b) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips. (a) Amount of price con- 
tracts : Keystone a sublessee has a master ship repair contract. 

12. Remarks. 





. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: Port Newark, N. J. 
DOD number : 233. 
. Intended purpose : Shipbuilding. 
. Acquisition cost (total), $20,604,000 : 
a) Land: $1,001,000. 
3 Buildings : $5,787,000. 
(c) Equipment : $5,154,000. 
(zd) Other (piers, shipways, utilities, paving, etc.) : $662,000. 
6. Contractor using: Port of New York Knthority, 11 buildings 
and piers, terminal operations; Tolan Mach, 2 buildings, light manu- 
facturing; Bantell Driveaway, 1 building and adjacent area, storage; 
Automobile Unloaders, 2 areas, storage; Howard Sober, 1 building, 
office ; 9 buildings in use by National Guard, Navy, Internal Revenue, 
and Army. (a) Extent of use. 
7. Owner of realty: Government owned, 197.15 acres; 70 buildings 
consisting of 878,000 square feet. 
8. Government property : Entirely Government owned. (a) Method 
of segregation : Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements: $80,000 (long-term maintenance or cash 
as directed). 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 
(a) Item: See item 6. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11, Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount 
contracts. 
12, Remarks: (a) Facility is in process of being declared excess to 
BuShips requirements. 
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. Plantname: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
. Location: San Pedro, Calif. 
DOD number: 33. 
. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total) , $4,960,000 : 
(a) Land: $183,000. 
(6) Buildings: $1,045,000. 
(c) Equipment: $1,218,000. 
(d) Other (piers, wharves, trackage, utilities, etc.) : $2,514,000. 
6. Contractor using: Various lessees for general utility excluding 
shipbuilding or ship repair; 60 percent not leased. (a) Extent of use: 
40 percent. 
7. Owner of realty : Government owned, 9.5 acres; 56 buildings con- 
sisting of 275,000 sq. ft.; privately owned, 39.7 acres. 
8. Government property: Totally Government owned except por- 
tion of land. (a) Method of segregation: Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements: $40,000 (total of all leases). 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 
(a) Item: None. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11. Government production: BuShips. (a) Amount of prime 
contracts. 
12. Remarks: 
(a) Declared excess to BuShips requirements on January 21, 
1958. 
(6) Present status: Disposal project approved by Armed Serv- 
ices Committees August 7, 1958; BuDocks preparing excess dec- 
laration to GSA for disposal. 
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1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 

2. Location : Seattle, Wash. 

3. DOD number: 421. 

4. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 

5. Acquisition cost (total) , $6,268,000: 

(a) Land: $148,000. 

(6) Buildings : $1,802,000. 

(c) Equipment : $2,555,000. 

(d) Other (piers, bulkheads, utilities, paving, etc.) : $1,763,000. 

6. Contractor using: Air Force (Boeing), approximately 80 percent 
for storage and training; Navy offices, 10 percent; inactive, 10 percent. 
(a) Extent of use: 80 percent. 

7. Owner of realty: Government owned, 19.8 acres; 86 buildings 
consisting of 616,000 square feet. Private owned, 27.4 acres. 

8. Government property: Entirely Government owned except for 
portion of land. (a) Method of segregation: Segregation not re- 
quired, 

9. Rental arrangements: None. Government owned. 

10. Private production: Not permitted. However, Air Force may 
permit storage of commercial items for which rental will be required. 

(a) Item: None. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
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11. Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount of 
prime contracts: Air Force contract, amount not available. 
12. Remarks. 





Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
Location: Seneca, II]. 
DOD number: 100. 
Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
Acquisition cost (total) , $4,475,000. 

(a) Land: $4,000. 

(6) Buildings: $1,522,000. 

(c) Equipment: $1,411,000. 

(d) Other (utilities, trackage, paving, fencing, etc.) : $1,538,000. 

6. Contractor using: FCDA using portion of shipyard and portion 
used for storage of BuShips tools; remainder idle. (a) Extent of 
use: Not available. 

7. Owner of realty: Government owned, 195.8 acres; 40 buildings 
consisting of 299,000 square feet. 

8. Government property: Entirely Government owned. (a) Meth- 
od of segregation: Segregation not required. 

9. Rental arrangements: GSA reimburses Navy for facilities per- 
mitted to FCDA, approximately $18,000 per annum. 

10. Private production: Not applicable. 

(a) Item: None. 
(>) Permitted to compete for Government work: Not appli- 
cable. 

11. Government production: BuShips, none. (@) Amount of prime 
contracts. 

12. Remarks: 

(a) Declared excess to BuShips requirements January 10, 1958. 

(6) Present status: Disposal project approved by Armed Serv- 
ices Committees August 7, 1958. BuDocks preparing excess dec- 
laration to GSA for disposal. 
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. Plant name: Bethlehem Steel Co. 
. Location: Staten Island, N. Y. 
. DOD number: 267. 
. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total), $4,996,000: 
(a) Land: $50,000. 
(>) Buildings: $1,443,000, 
(c) Equipment: $1,537,000. 
(d) Other (wharves, piers, shipways, utilities, paving, etc.) : 
$1,966,000. 

6. Contractor using: Bethlehem Steel. (a) Extent of use: Using 
only propeller manufacturing facilities which intermingle with its 
own. 

7. Owner of realty: 5.7 acres Government owned; 26 buildings; 
210,000 square feet ; 40.8 acres privately owned. 

8. Government property.—(a) Method of segregation: None. Govy- 
ernment property intermingled with contractor’s. 
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9. Rental arrangements. Rent for ship repair is 2 percent of take 
annually for upland facilities and 9 cents per foot of piers whenever 
used. No rental for shipbuilding facilities and other purposes. 
World War II facilities contract negotiated on basis of no rental for 
shipbuilding. 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted ; 
however, priority must be given to Government work. 
(a) Item: Propeller assemblies. 
(b) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11. Government production: BuShips, none. (@) Amount of prime 
contracts. 
12. Remarks: Contractor has stopped all shipbuilding and ship re- 
pair activity at this yard. 








Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
Location: Tampa, Fla. 
DOD number: 68. 
. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding and ship repair. 
. Acquisition cost (total), $6,510,000: 
(a) Land: $800,000 (estimated). 
(6) Buildings: $1,453,000. 
(c) Equipment: $2,420,000. 
(d) Other (wharves, bulkheads, trackage, utilities, etc.) : 
$1,837,000. 

6. Contractor using: Tampa Fabricators using entire facility for 
warehousing, business offices, and general industrial purposes. (a) 
Extent of use: 100 percent. 

7. Owner of realty: Government owned 53 acres, 63 buildings 
totaling 567,000 scuare feet; privately owned, 7.3 acres. 

8. Government property: Entire plant Government owned except 
small portion of land being in-leased. (a) Method of segregation: 
Segregation not required. 

9. Rental arrangements: $145,000 (long-term maintenance or cash 
as directed). 

10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 

(a) Item: Ship repair. 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 

11. Government production: BuShips, none. (a) Amount of prime 
contracts. 


12. Remarks. 
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1. Plant name: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard. 
2. Location: Wilmington, Del. 
3. DOD number: 63, 
4. Intended purpose: Shipbuilding. 
5. Acquisition cost (total) , $12,522,000: 
(a2) Land: $82,000. 
(6) Buildings: $3,871,000. 
(c) Equipment: $4,430,000. 
(zd) Other (piers, shipways, utilties, paving, etc.) : $4,139,000. 
6. Contractor using: Except for building N 15 permitted to Vet- 
erans’ Administration; Delaware Steel Fabricators lease and are using 
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the remaining facilities for warehousing, ship breaking, marine ter- 
minal,etc. (a) Extent of use, 
7. Owner of realty: Government owned 121.6 acres; 52 buildings 
consisting of 521,000 square feet. 
8. Government roperty: Entirely Government owned. (a) 
Method of segregation: Segregation not required. 
9. Rental arrangements : $60,000 (long-term maintenance or cash as 
directed). 
10. Private production: Private and commercial work permitted. 
(a) Item: None, 
(6) Permitted to compete for Government work: Yes. 
11. Government production: BuShips, none. (@) Amount of 
prime contracts. 
12. Remarks: Facility is in process of being declared excess to 
BuShips requirements. 


Part III. GoverNMENT-OwNED INpbustTRIAL Facriities CONSTRUCTED 
Durine Fiscat Years 1957 anp 1958 ann TuHose In Fiscan 1959 
CuRRENTLY UNpbER ContTRACT 


SPONSORING BUREAU: AERONAUTICS 


1. Plant name: Callery Chemical Co. (planned Naval Industrial 
Reserve Aircraft Plant). 

2. Location: Callery, Pa. 

3. DOD number: Not assigned. 

4. Intended purpose: Laboratory, bench scale, semipilot plant, re- 
search and development of high-energy jet aircraft fuel. 

5. Fiscal year: 1958. 

6. Acquisition cost (total), $4,405,000 (see item 7 for projects com- 
pleted during fiscal year 1958) : 

(a) Land: Contractor. 

(6) Buildings: $824,000 (4 permanent type, 18,846 square 
feet). 

(c) Equipment: $4,032,000. 

(dq) Other (utilities, related buildings structures, etc.) : 
$49,000. 

7. Contracts executed : 

(a) Amount for construction: NOa 53-121, June 23, 1953, 
amount, $950,000; NOa 56-002, August 11, 1955, amount, 
$1,880,000. 

(6) Amount for heavy tooling: NOa 57-057, June 4, 1957, 
amount, $1,575,000. 

8. Owner of land: Callery Chemical Co. 
9. Rental arrangements: Rent-free for performance of Government 
prime or subcontracts : 

(a) Ground: None. 

(6) Tools: None. 

(c) Facilities: None. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: No private commercial 
work contemplated. Government work only. 

(a) Rental agreement: Use agreement NOa 5695. 

(6) Terms: Indefinite, 
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(c) Nature of contract: Authorizes contractor’s rent-free use 
of Government-furnished facilities for Government contracts or 
orders. 

11. Present user: 
(a) Type of use: Laboratory, bench scale and research and 
development of high-energy fuel. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent of use. 
(c) Product produced: High-energy fuel. 
12. Remarks: NOa 5694 covers in-lease of 1.17 acres of land for 
$1 per annum for a period of 15 years. Civil works and equipment 
under NOa 56-002 complete June 30, 1958. 


1. Plant name: Olin Mathieson Chemical Co. 

2. Location: Lewiston, N. Y. 

3. DOD number: Not assigned. 

4. Intended purpose: Laboratory, bench scale, and pilot plant re- 
search and development of a high-energy jet aircraft fuel. 

5. Fiscal year: 1958. 

6. Acquisition cost (total), $4,530,000 : 

(a) Land: GSA-owned; not applicable. 

(6) Buildings: $3,534,000 (14 semipermanent buildings, 19,746 
square feet). 

, Equipment: $970,000. 

d) Other (security fence) : $26,000. 

7. Contracts executed : 

(a) Amount for construction: NOa 56-042, June 6, 1956, 
amount, $4,530,000. 

(6) Amount for heavy tooling (included in NOa 56-042) 
(amount: Approximately $970,000). 

8. Owner of land: Federal Government. 

9. Rental arrangements: Rent-free for performance of Government 
prime or subcontracts: 

(a) Ground: None. 

(6) Tools: None. 

(c) Facilities: None. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: No private commercial 
work contemplated ; Government work only. 

(a) Rental agreement: Use agreement NOa 5876. 

(6) Terms: Indefinite. 

(c) Nature of contract: Authorizes contractor’s rent-free use 
of Government-furnished facilities for Government contracts or 
orders. 

11. Present user: 

(a) Type of use: Laboratory, bench scale, and research and 
development of high-energy fuel. 

(6) Extent of use: 100 percent of use. 

(c) Product produced: High-energy fuel. 

12. Remarks: Action initiated to transfer facilities and contracts 
to USAF at their request. Fuel produced is allocated 80 percent Air 
Force, 20 percent Navy. Civil works and equipment under NOa 
56-042 complete June 30, 1958. Land underlying plant is in GSA 
inventory pending transfer to the Air Force. 
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1. Plant name: Callery Chemical Co. (Planned Naval Industrial 
Reserve Aircraft Plant). 

2. Location : Muskogee, Okla. 

3. DOD number: Not assigned. 

4. Intended purpose : Current and mobilization production of high- 
energy jet aircraft fuel. 

5. Fiscal year : 1959. 

6. Acquisition cost (total) ; $38,810,000 : 

(a) Land: $355,000. 

(6) Buildings: $38,323,000 (consists of 157,000 square feet of 
floor area. Buildings are in various stages of completion). 

(c) Equipment: $132,000. 

(d) Other: Not available due to incomplete state of construc- 
tion. 

7. Contracts executed : 

(a) Amount for construction: NOa 56-045 June 26, 1956, 
amount, $38,455,000. 

(6) Amount of heavy tooling: Included in NOa 56-045. 

8. Owner of land: Navy. 
9. Rental arrangements: Rent-free for performance of Government 
prime or subcontracts. 

(a) Ground: None. 

(6) Tools: None. 

(c) Facilities: None. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: No private commer- 
cial work contemplated. Government work only. 

(a) Rental agreement: Use agreement NOa 5919. 

(6) Terms: Indefinite. 

(c) Nature of contract: Authorizes contractor’s rent-free use 
of Government-furnished facilities for Government contracts or 
orders. 

11. Present user : 

(a) Type of use: Under construction. 

(b) Extent of use: Not applicable. 

(c) Product produced : Not applicable. 

12. Remarks: Estimated completion date is December 1958. 


SPONSORING BUREAU: ORDNANCE 


1. Plant name: Ordnance Aerophysiecs Laboratory (Convair 
division). 

2. Location: Daingerfield, Tex. 

3. DOD number: None assigned. 

4. Intended purpose: Testing of guided-missile motors. 

5, Fiscal year: 1957, projects (a) and (b). 

6. Acquisition cost: (a) $150,000; (b) $180,000; total, $330,000. 
(a) Land: See item 12. 
(6) Buildings: See item 12. 
(c) Equipment: See item 12. 

7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: (a) $150,000; (b) $180,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 

8. Owner of land: Government. 
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9. Rental arrangements: None Government owned; authorized use 

for intended purpose only. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: None; Government 

work only. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: None. 

11. Present user: Convair division, General Dynamics. 

(a) Type of use: Government contracts. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced: Same as item 4. 

12. Remarks: Item 7 (a) (a) covered procurement, fabrication, 
and installation of safety equipment in existing facility. Item 7 (a) 
(b) covered procurement, fabrication, and installation of high-tem- 
perature, high-pressure air piping from test cell No. 4 to test cell 
No. 6. 


1. Plant name: Naval Ordnance Plant, Forest Park. 
2. Location: Forest Park, Il. 
3. DOD number: 86. 
4. Intended purpose: Modernization of plant for production of 
mark 37 torpedoes. 
5. Fiscal year: 1958. 
6. Acquisition cost (total) , $402,000 for this project : 
(a) Land: See item 4. 
(6) Buildings: See item 4. 
(c) Equipment: See item 4. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $402,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 
8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: Not applicable; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Not applicable; Gov- 
ernment work only. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: None. 
11. Present user: Government. 
(a) Type of use: Government work. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent 
(c) Product produced : Mark 37 torpedoes. 
12. Remarks: Construction consists of modification of one existing 
building. 
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1. Plant name: Naval Powder Factory (now Naval Propellent 
Plant). 
2. Location: Indian Head, Md. 
3. DOD number: 155. 
4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of cast propellent grains for 
rocket motors. 
5. Fiscal year: 1958. 
6. Acquisition cost (total) , $106,000 for this project : 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings: $106,000. 
(c) Equipment: None. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $106,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 
. Owner of land: Government. 
. Rental arrangements: Not applicable ; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Not applicable; Gov- 
ernment use only. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: None. 
11. Present user: Government. 
(a) Typeof use: Government work. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced: Cast propellent grains. 
12. Remarks: Construction consists of modification of one existing 
building. 


co 0O 





1. Plant name: Naval Powder Factory (now Naval Propellant 
Plant). 
2. Location: Indian Head, Md. 
3. DOD number: 155. 
4. Intended purpose: Pilot plant for manufacture of casting 
powder for propellants by the Shock-Gel process. 
5. Fiscal year: 1957. 
6. Acquisition cost (total) , $367,000 for this project: 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings: $56,000. 
(c) Equipment: $311,000. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $56,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $311,000. 
. Owner of land: Government. 
. Rental arrangements: Not applicable; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 


(c) Facilities: None. 


< CO 
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10. Provision for use by private contractor: Not applicable; Gov- 
ernment work only. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: None. 
11. Present user: Government. 
(a) Type of use: Government work. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced: Casting powder for propellants. 
12. Remarks: Construction consists of modification of one existing 
building. 


1. Plant name: Naval Powder Factory (now Naval Propellant 
Plant). 
2. Location : Indian Head, Md. 
3. DOD number: 155. 
4. Intended purpose: Propellants for Talos and Terrier. 
5. Fiscal year : 1957. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $754,000 for this project: 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings : $456,000. 
(c) Equipment : $298,000. 
. Contracts executed : Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction : $456,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling : $298,000. 
8. Owner of land : Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: Not applicable; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Not applicable; Gov- 
ernment use only. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract : None. 
11. Present user : Government. 
(a) Type of use: Government work. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced : Guided missile propellants. 
12. Remarks: Construction consists of modification of three existing 
buildings. 


~I 


1. Plant name: NIROP Minneapolis (Northern Ordnance). 

2. Location: Minneapolis, Minn. 

3. DOD number: 194. 

4. Intended purpose: Manufacturing of 5-inch 54-caliber gun 
mounts, missile and rocket launchers. 
5. Fiscal year: 1957. 
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6. Acquisition cost (total), $19,944,792 ($64,000 in fiscal year 1957 
for this project) : 
(a) Land: $41,000. 
(6) Buildings: $4,603,792 (20 buildings totaling 1,298,085 
square feet). 
(c) Equipment: $15,300,000. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $64,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 
8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: Not applicable. 
(a) Ground: Government owned. 
(6) Tools: Government owned. 
(c) Facilities: Government owned. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Use for commercial 
work authorized on payment of rental. 
(a) Rental agreement: Yes. 
(6) Terms: Rental based on hourly use. 
(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 
11. Present user: Northern Ordnance Corp. 
(a) Type of use: Government contracts. 
6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
3) Product produced: Missile and rocket launchers. 
12. Remarks: Under item 6, the $64,000 is for conversion from oil 
to propane gas, 





1. Plant name: NIROP, Mishawaka (Bendix Products division, 
Bendix Aviation Corp.). 
2. Location: Mishawaka, Ind. 
3. DOD number: 477. 
4. Intended purpose: Assembly of Talos guided missiles. 
5. Fiscal year: 1957. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $7,650,687 ($3,891,000 in fiscal year 1957 
for this project) : 
(a) Land: $40,601. 
(6) Buildings: $3,223,086 (7 buildings totaling 236,219 square 
feet). 
(c) Equipment: $4,387,000. 





7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $2,000,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $1,891,000 
8. Owner of land: Government. 


-~ 


). Rental arrangements: Not applicable; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: Private commercial 
| work permitted. 

(a) Rental agreement: Authorized use for commercial work 
upon payment of rent. 
(6) Terms: 12 percent of acquisition cost per annum. 

(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 
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11. Present user: Bendix Products division, Bendix Aviation Corp. 
(a) Typeofuse: Government contracts. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced: Talos missiles. 

12. Remarks. 


1, Plant name: Allegany Ballistics Laboratory (Hercules Powder). 
2. Location: Pinto, W. Va. 
3. DOD number: None. 
4. Intended purpose: Development of double base grain solid 
propellant. 
5. Fiscal year: 1959. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $2,577,208 for this project : 
(a) Land: Government owned. 
(5) Buildings: $1,963,217. 
(c) Equipment: $100,000. 
. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction : $1,963,217. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $100,000. 
(c) Other equipment : $513,991. 
8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: None; Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
(6) Tools: None. 
(c) Facilities: None. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: None; no commercial 
work contemplated. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. 
(6) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract (research and 
development). 
11. Present user : Hercules Powder Co. 
(a) Type of use: Same as item (4). 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent when completed. 
(c) Product produced: Same as item 4. 
12. Remarks: Other equipment includes mixing, casting, curing, test 
and inspection equipment. 


1. Plant name: NIROP, Pomona (Convair Division, General 
Dynamics). 
2. Location : Pomona, Calif. 
3. DOD number: 451. 
4. Intended purpose: Establishment of calibration laboratory. 
5. Fiscal year: 1957. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $31,894,115 ($275,000 in fiscal year 1957 
for this project) : 
(a) Land : $527,097. 
(6) Buildings: $15,111,018 (37 buildings totaling 1,326,228 
square feet). 
(c) Equipment : $16,256,000. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction : $22,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling : $253,000. 
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8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: Not applicable. Government owned. 
(a) Ground: None. 
6) Tools: None. 
5 Facilities: None. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Private commercial 
work permitted up to 25 percent capacity : 
(a) Rental agreement: 2.2 percent of commercial sales dollars. 
(6) Terms: Payable quarterly. 
(c) Nature of contract : Facilities contract. 
11. Present user: Navy and contractor personnel : 
(a) Type of use : Government services. 
b) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(o) Product produced: Calibration of electronic equipment of 
contractors engaged in Government production. 
12. Remarks. 


1, Plant name: NIROP, Pomona (Convair Division, General Dy- 
namics). 
2. Location: Pomona, Calif. 
3. DOD number: 451. 
4. Intended purpose: Manufacture of Terrier and Tartar guided 
missiles. 
5. Fiscal year: 1957. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $31,894,115 ($1,453,000 in fiscal year 
1957 for this project) : 
(a) Land: $527,097. 
(6) Buildings: $15,111,018 (37 buildings totaling 1,326,228 
square feet). 
(c) Equipment: $16,256,000. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a2) Amount for construction: $103,000. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $1,350,000. 
8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: Not applicable. All Government owned. 
(a) Ground: Government owned. 
(6) Tools: Government owned. 
(c) Facilities: Government owned. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: Private commercial 
work permitted up to 25 percent of capacity. 
(a) Rental agreement: 2.2 percent of commercial sales dollars. 
(6) Terms: Payable quarterly. 
(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 
11. Present user: Convair Division, General Dynamics. 
(a) Type of use: Government contracts, small amount private 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Product produced: Terrier and Tartar missiles. 
12. Remarks. 


1. Plant name: NIROP Sacramento (Aerojet-General). 
2. Location : Sacramento, Calif. 
3. DOD number: 467. 
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4, Intended purpose : Manufacture of J ATOs. 

5. Fiscal year : 1957 and 1958. 

6. Acquisition cost (total), $3,915,357 initial cost up to initiation of 
these projects ($220,000 in fiscal year 1957 and $69,000 in fiscal year 
1958 for this project) : 

(a) Land: None. 

(6) Buildings: $1,579,357 (40 buildings totaling 111,910 square 
feet). 

(c) Equipment : $2,336,000. 

7. Contracts executed : Yes. 

(a) Amount for construction : $79,000 in 1957 ; $69,000 in 1955. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling : $141,000. 

8. Pd of land : Aerojet-General. 

9. Rental arrangements: Long-term lease; contractor has option to 
buy facilities, Government option to buy land. 

(a) Ground: Lease. 

(6) Tools: Broad-use provisions; consideration for use re- 
flected in cost of end item. 

(c) Facilities: Broad-use provisions; consideration for use re- 
flected in cost of end item. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: Aerojet-General Corp. 

(a) Rental agreement: None; broad-use provision ; no commer- 
cial work. 
(6) Terms: Not available. 
(c) Nature of contract : Facilities contract. 
11. Present user : Aerojet-General Corp. 
(a) Type of use : Government contracts. 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent. 
(c) Products produced: JATO’s and rocket motors. 
12. Remarks. 


1. Plant name: NIROP Sacramento (Aerojet-General Corp.). 

2. Location: Sacremento, Calif. 

3. DOD number: 467. 

4. Intended purpose: Research, development, test, and production 
of Polaris solid propellant rocket motors. 

5. Fiscal years: 1957, 1958, 1959. 

6. Acquisition cost (total), ¢ $3,915,357 initial cost up to initiation of 
these projects: ($3,488,990 in fiscal year 1957; $17,669,800 in fiscal 
year 1958 ; $6,860,850 in fiscal year 1959) : 

(a) Land: None. 

(6) Buildings: $1,579,357 (40 buildings totaling 111,910 square 
feet). 

(c) Equipment: $2,336,000. 

7. Contracts executed: Yes. 

(a) Amount for construction : $1,302,500, 1957 ; $6,566,070, 1958 ; 
$3,387,000, 1959. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None, 1957; $6,217,800, 1958; 
none, 1959. 
(c) Other equipment: $2,186,490, 1957; $4,885,930, 1958; $3,- 
473,850, 1959. 
8. Owner of land: Aerojet-General Corp. (long-term lease to 


Navy). 
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9. Rental arrangements: Long-term lease. Contractor has option 
to buy facilities, Government option to buy land. 
(a) Ground: Lease. 
(b) Tools: Broad use provisions; consideration for use re- 
flected in cost of end item. 
(c) Facilities: Broad use provision; consideration for use re- 
flected in cost of end item. 
10, Provision for use by private contractor: Aerojet-General Corp. 
(a) Rental agreement: None. Broad-use provision. No com- 
merical work. 
(6) Terms: Not available. 
(c) Nature of contract: Cash plus fixed fee with fee adjusted 
for facilities furnished. 
11. Present user: Aerojet-General Corp. 
(a) Type of use: Same as item (4). 
(b) Extent of use: 100 percent when completed. 
(c) Product produced: Polaris motors. 
12. Remarks: Other equipment includes electronic, test, checkout, 
instrumentation, and materials-handling equipment. 


1. Plant name: NIROP Sunnyvale (Lockheed Aircraft Corp.). 
. Location: Sunnyvale, Calif. 
. DOD number: 484. 
. Intended purpose: Research, development, and production of 
Polaris missiles. 
5. Fiscal year: 1958, 1959. 
i. Acquisition cost (total) ; $17,051,095, 1958; $3,520,495, 1959. 
(a) Land: $1. 
(6) Buildings: $12,856,810. 
(c) Equipment: $7,711,780. 
7. Contracts executed: Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction: $12,856,810, 1958; None, 1959. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $614,000, 1958; $2,253,383 


A myo gVOV5 
1959. 


(c) Other equipment: $3,580,285, 1958; $1,267,112, 195 


2 
3 
4 


7 


Us 


8. Owner of land: Government. 
9. Rental arrangements: None. 


(a) Ground: Government owned. 
(6) Tools: Government owned. 
(c) Facilities: Government owned. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: None; authorized use 
provision. 
(a) Rental agreement: No commercial work contemplated. 
(b) Terms: None. 
(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 
11. Present user: Lockheed Aircraft Corp. 
(a) Type of use: Same as item (4). 
(6) Extent of use: 100 percent (when completed). 
(c) Product produced: Polaris missile. 
12, Remarks: “Other equipment,” 7 (c), includes electronic. test 
checkout, instrumentation, inspection, and handling equipment. 
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SPONSORING BUREAU: SHIPS 


1. Plant name: Collins Radio Co. 
2. Location : Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 
3. DOD number: None. 
4. Intended purpose: Test and calibration of electronic sextants for 
Polaris weapons system. 
5. Fiscal year : 1958. 
6. Acquisition cost (total) , $14,062 : 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings: 872 square feet (1 building). 
(c) Equipment: None. 
7. Contracts executed : Yes. 
(a) Amount for construction : $14,062, underground test struc- 
ture. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 
8. Owner of land: Leased by contractor from private party, George 
O. Morris. 
9. Rental arrangements: 
(a) Ground: No. 
(6) Tools: No. 
(c) Facilities: No. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor : No. 
(a) Rental agreement: Use restricted to intended purpose. 
(6) Terms: No rent. 
(c) Nature of contract : Procurement contract. 
11. Present user : Collins Radio Co. 
(a) Typeof use: Same item 4. 
(6) Extent of use: 120 hours per week. 
(c) Product produced : Same as item 4. 
12. Remarks: Facility not suitable for other use. 





1. Plant name: Hoffman Laboratories, Inc. 
2. Location : Los Angeles, Calif. 
3. DOD number: None. 
4. Intended purpose: Test and calibration of submarine radio auxil- 
iary assembly for Polaris weapons system. 
5. Fiscal year: 1959. 
6. Acquisition cost (total), $10,500 (estimated) : 
(a) Land: None. 
(6) Buildings: 247 square feet (1 building). 
(c) Equipment: None. 
7. Contracts executed: No. However, firm requirement exists for 
use under contracts noted in item 12. 
(a) Amount for construction : $10,500, underground test struc- 
ture. 
(6) Amount for heavy tooling: None. 
8. Owner of land: Contractor leased from private party, L. A. 
Cannon. 
9. Rental arrangements: 
(a) Ground : Lease will be assignable to Government. 
(6) Tools: No. 
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(c) Facilities: No. 
10. Provision for use by private contractor: No. 
(a) Rental agreement: Use will be restricted to intended 
—— 
(6) Terms: Norent. 
(c) Nature of contract: Procurement contract. 
11. Present user: Hoffman Laboratories, Inc. 
(a) Type of use: Same as item 4. 
(6) Extent of use: 56 hours per week. 
(c) Product produced: Same as item 4. 
12. Remarks: Facility not suitable for other use. To be provided 
for performance contracts NObsr-72732 and NObsr-72827. 





1. Plant name: Curtiss-Wright Corp., Utica division. 

2. Location: Utica, Mich. 

3. DOD number: None. 

4. Intended purpose: 

(i) Manufacturing and testing lightweight nonmagnetic diesel 
engines for minesweepers. 

‘ (ii) Development and testing of 10,000 SHP marine gas tur- 
ine. 

5. Fiscal year: 1957. 

6. Acquisition cost (total) : $7,928,626. 

(a) Land: None. 

(6) Buildings: $346,000, 13,068 square feet, 1 building. (See 
item 7a.) 

(c) Equipment (see items 7 and 12). 

7. Contracts executed: Yes. 

(a) Amount for construction: $764,610, diesel engine test cell 
building and modification of 6 Air Force-owned test cells. 

(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $7,164,016, machine tools, pro- 
duction equipment, and special tooling. 

8. Owner of land: Curtiss-Wright Corp. 

9. Rental arrangements: 

(a) Ground: 5-year standby provided after termination con- 
tractor’s right to use during which Government or a third party 
may use Government facilities. 

(6) Tools: No. 

(c) Facilities: No. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: No. 

(a) Rentalagreement: Use restricted to intended purpose. 

(6) Terms: Norent. 

(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 

11. Present user: Curtiss-Wright. 

(a) Type of use: Intended purpose. 

(6) Extent of use: 40 hours per week. 

(c) Product produced: Same as item 4. 

12. Remarks: $7,164,016 indicated for heavy tooling comprises ma- 
chine tools, production equipment, and s culak destin acquired fiscal 
year 1951 under contracts with Studebaker-Packard having an esti- 
mated cost of $6,491,226 plus relocation and enginering costs of $672,- 
= Contractor has proposed negotiations for arrangements for 
other use. 
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1. Plant name: Raytheon Manufacturing Co., Wayland Labora- 
tory. 

2. Location: Wayland, Mass. 

3. DOD number: None. 

4. Intended purpose: 

(i) Development and test of AN/BQQ-1 sonar systems for 
submarines (SUBROC). 

(ii) Design, construct, and test AN/SPS-38 (xn-1) radar 
electronic countermeasures (ECCM). 

5. Fiscal year: 1959. 

6. Acquisition cost (total) : $238,500 (estimated). 

(a) Land: None. 

(5) Buildings: 200 square feet (1 building). 

(c) Equipment: none. 

7. Contracts executed: No. However, firm requirement exists for 
use under contracts noted in item 12. 

(a) Amount for construction: $33,200, 350 kilovolt-ampere 
substation, antenna base, instrumentations shelter. 

(6) Amount for heavy tooling: $205,300 (estimated). Test 
equipment (approximately 11 percent to be Government fur- 
nished). 

8. Owner of land: Contractor leased from (i) Wayland Research 
& Development Laboratories, Inc.; and (ii) Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 

9. Rental arrangements: 

(a) Ground: No. 

(6) Tools: No. 

(c) Facilities: No. 

10. Provision for use by private contractor: No. 

(a) Rental agreement: Use will be restricted to intended pur- 
ose. 

(6) Terms: No rent. 

(c) Nature of contract: Facilities contract. 

11. Present user: Raytheon Manufacturing Co. 

(a) Type of use: Same as item 4. 

(6) Extent of use: 40 hours per week. 

(c) Product produced: Same as item 4. 

12. Remarks: Although provided primarily for research and de- 
velopment under contract NObsr—72481 and NObsr—75206 a portion 
may be utilized for production later. 


ApPENDIx © 
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Report on Utilization of Government Industrial Facilities for 
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Correlation. 

Notes concerning list. 

Part I. Idle industrial facilities. 

Part II. Industrial facilities inactive insofar as intended purpose is 
concerned. 

Part III. List of expansions completed or started in fiseal years 1957 
and 1958 ane major construction. 

Part III. Section 4- 1 (new manufacturing facilities). 

Part IIT. Section A-2 (new test sites). 

Part ITT. Section A- 3 (expansion of existing facilities). 


CORRELATION OF THE LIST WITH THE SEPTEMBER 22, 
1958, LETTER FROM THE SUBCOMMITTEE 


Part I of this list of facilities corresponds to the information re- 
quested in subparagraph (@), (0), (¢) and (d) of paragraph 1 of the 
September 22, 1958, letter from the subcommittee. 

art II of this list of facilities corresponds to the information re- 
quested in subparagraph (/) of paragraph 1 of the September 22, 1958, 
letter from the subcommittee. 

Part IIT of this list of facilities corresponds to the information re- 
quested in subparagraph (e) of paragraph 1 of the September 22, 1958, 
letter from the subcommittee. 


NOTES CONCERNING LIST 


(1) The list is presented as of October 29, 1958. 

(2) With the exception of Plant No. 66 Air Force plants have no 
housing facilities. The Air Force acquired this plant from Depart- 
ment of the Army and the housing was included in the property 
transferred. 

(3) The list covers major industrial construction projects com- 
pleted or started in fiscal years 1957 and 1958. The list does not 
include construction required by maintenance programs. 

(4) For the purpose of this list, major construction is defined as 
construction which increases capacity, materially changes a structure, 
or cost more than $100,000. 

(5) No facilities expansion planned for fiscal year 1959 involving 
major construction were on contract as of October 29, 1959. 
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Parr I. Inte Inpusrrimpt Factiirims 


1. Plantname: Air Force Plant No. 45. 

2. Location: Eddystone, Pa. 

3. Description of property: This plant was constructed by the Gov- 
ernment during World War II to produce die blocks and forgings. 
The contractor operator was Heppenstall Corp. The plant consists 
of 4 structures containing approximately 412,000 square feet of floor 
space erected on a Government-owned site containing approximately 
35 acres of land. Utilities are adequate for intended purpose. Addi- 
tional requirements could probably be met from local sources. 

4. Cost of plant: 
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5. Accessibility: This plant is served by the Pennsylvania Railroad ; 
the Industrial Highway, main artery between Philadelphia, Pa., and 
Wilmington, Del., and the Delaware River. This facility is accessible 
to Philadelphia and Wilmington for manufacturing and material 
sources. 

6. Status of plant: This property has been declared excess to the 
needs of DOD and has been turned over to General Services Adminis- 
tration for disposal with the concurrence of the Senate and House 
Armed Services Committee. Daniel Hamur Co. has a caretaker con- 
tract. The contract has no provision for the use of the facility for 
production. 

7. Cost of idle upkeep: It is estimated that the upkeep costs will 
be approximately $80,000 annually. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


1. Plant name: Air Force Plant No. 46. 

2. Location : Alexandria, Ind. 

3. Description of property: This plant was purchased from Aladdin 
Industries in 1952 for production of metal casting blades and vanes 
for the J-47 jet engine. The contractor operator was Haynes Stel- 
lite. The plant consists of 37 structures, containing approximately 
236,765 square feet of floor space on a site containing approximately 
19 acres of land. Utilities are adequate for intended purpose. Addi- 
tional requirements could probably be met from local sources. 

4. Cost of plant: Real property, $1,348,000. 

5. Accessibility: This plant is served by the Nickel Plate Railroad 
and truck transportation. Nearest major manufacturing area and 
material source is Indianapolis, Ind., approximately 40 miles south- 
west, Muncie, Ind., is approximately 15 miles southeast. 

6. Status of plant: This property has been declared excess to needs 
of DOD and has been turned over to the Central Services Administra- 
tion for disposal with the concurrence of the Senate and House Armed 
Services Committees. Haynes Stellite Co. has a caretaker contract. 
The contract has no provision for the use of the facility for pro- 
duction. 
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7. Cost of idle upkeep: It is estimated that the upkeep costs will 
be approximately $30,000 annually. 


8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


1. Plant name: Air Force Plant No. 48. 

2. Location : Newark, Ohio. 

3. Description of property: This plant was constructed by the Air 
Force in 1954 for the production of heavy forgings and extrusions. 
Kaiser Aluminum Corp. was teh contractor. The plant consists of a 
production building, administration building, storage shed, power 
station, and a temporary shed which was constructed for the use of 
the building contractor. These structures contain approximately 
454,000 square feet and were erected on a Government-owned site of 
approximately 40 acres of land. Utilities are adequate for the in- 
tended purpose. Additional requirements could probably be met from 
local sources. 

4. Cost of plant: Real property, $9,271,000. 

5. Accessibility: This plant is served by the New York Central 
Railroad and truck transportation. This plant is located approxi- 
mately halfway between Columbus and Zanesville, Ohio, about 40 to 
45 miles from each. It can draw from either city for manufacturing 
and material support. 

6. Status of plant: This property is idle. Kaiser Aluminum has 
a caretaker contract. The contract has no provision for using the 
facility for production. The plant is excess to current Air Force 
production requirements. The Air Force is studying the possibility 
of utilizing this facility for the calibration of missile instrumentation. 

7. Cost of idle upkeep: The idle upkeep costs are approximately 
$75,000 annually. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


1. Plantname: Air Force Plant No. 52. 

2. Location: Chicago, Il. 

3. Description of property: This plant was constructed by the 
Government during World War II for production of radial-type 
engines. Studebaker Corp. was the operator. The plant was re- 
equipped during the Korean emergency for production of J-47 jet 
engines. Studebaker-Packard Corp. was the contractor operator. 
The plant consists of a manufacturing building, administration build- 
ing and miscellaneous support structures containing approximately 
743,500 square feet. This facility was erected on a Government- 
owned site containing approximately 50 acres. Utilities are adequate 
for intended purpose. Additional requirements could probably be 
met from local sources. 

4. Cost of plant: 


Reel, Preps sb sss cial. dude oct bbeih dt uke ahihe adit tit $5, 971, 000 
Maehinery and Mowtnment. wk nk edie ecient nducide aeabe 1, 641, 000 
TIE TUTTE SOC SL AES EOE AEE 2 Ae ce ini iecaeietescheracnan a 5 aan a 
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5. Accessibility: This plant is served by the Indiana Harbor Belt 
Railroad and truck transportation. It is located 1 mile from the 
Midway Airport, Chicago, and can draw on the Chicago area for 
manufacturing and material support. 

6. Status of plant: This property is idle except for occupancy by 
the Chicago Air Procurement District. Other use of the facility will 
be considered before the property is declared excess. Webcor, Inc., 
has a caretaker contract for this facility. The contract has no pro- 
vision for the use of the plant for production. 

7. Cost of idle upkeep: The idle upkeep costs are approximately 
$520,000. This includes cost of heating and air conditioning the Air 
Procurement District office space. Some of the plant must also be 
heated to prevent floor buckling. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


1. Plant name: Willow Springs Test Cells. 

2. Location: Chicago, II. 

3. Description of property: This test facility was constructed by 
the Air Force during the Korean emergency for the production test 
of J-65 jet engines being produced at the General Motors-owned 
Willow Spring Plant. The test facility consists of 18 jet engine test 
cells with necessary test stands, instrumentation, and related fuel 
storage facilities. The buildings contain approximately 122,700 
square feet of floor space and are located on a Government-owned site 
of approximately 40 acres of land. Utilities are adequate for the 
Cleuiled purpose. Water and electricity are available from public 
utilities. Steam and heat are furnished by General Motors Corp. 

4. Cost of plant: Real property, $8,817,000. 

5. Accessibility: This test facility is served by the Santa Fe Rail- 
road and truck transportation. It is located 8 miles from Chicago’s 
Midway Airport and can draw on the Chicago area for manufactur- 
ing and material support. 

6. Status of plant: This property isidle. Although this is a special 
use-type facility, other use of the property will be considered before 
it is declared excess. Webcor, Inc., has a caretaker contract for this 
facility. The contract has no provision for the use of the plant for 
production. 

7. Cost of idle upkeep: The idle upkeep costs are approximately 
$30,000 annually. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


Parr Il. Inpusrriar Faciuiries Inactive INSorar As INTENDED 
Purpose Is CONCERNED 


1. Plant name: Air Force Plant No. 1. 

2. Location : Omaha, Nebr. 

3. Description of property: This plant was constructed by the Gov- 
ernment during World War II for the assembly of B-29 aircraft. 
The contractor operator was Glenn L. Martin Co. The plant consists 
of one large assembly building and several lesser buildings. The 
structures cover approximately 1,900,000 square feet of floor space, 
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and they are located on approximately 507 acres of Government-owned 
land, which is now part of Offutt Air Force Base. 

4. Cost of plant : Real property, approximately $17,600,000. 

5. Accessibility: This plant is served by rail and truck tr ansporta- 
tion. It is part of the SAC complex at Offutt Air Force Base and can 
be served by military air transport. It can draw on Omaha for manu- 
facturing and material sources. 

6. Status of the plant: This plant has not been used for its intended 
purpose, since aircraft assembly was discontinued at the end of World 
War II. It has been used by AMC under an agreement with SAC for 
receiving, storing, and shipping of reserve machine tools. At present, 
approximately 750,000 square feet of this plant is being utilized for 
reserve machine-tool activities. The facility is made available to Tum- 
pane Co. for the performance of the storage activities under the terms 
of a rent-free service contract. The storage activity is being phased 
out by December 31, 1959, and the space thus made available is being 
resent toSAC for a missile maintenance program. 

Cost of upkeep: Upkeep for the facilities used by AMC for ma- 
cual tool storage activities has been costing approximately $482,000 
annually. This includes the cost of maint: uining, heating, lighting, 
and power for the entire plant. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with the machine- 
tool storage activity. 


Plant name: Air Force Plant No. 2. 
. Location: Kansas City, Kans. 

3. Description of property ; This plant was constructed by the Gov- 
ernment during World War II for the production of B-25 aircraft. It 
was used during the Korean emergency for General Motors produc- 
tion of F-84 aircraft. The plant consists of one large manufacturing 
building and several smaller buildings and structures located on a 
Government-owned site containing approximately 90 acres of land. 
The structures cover approximately 1,700,000 square feet of floor space. 
Utilities are adequate for the intended purpose. Additional require- 
ments could probably be met from local sources. 

- Cost of plant : Real property, approximately $17,000,000. 

Accessibility : This plant is served by the Union Pacific Railroad 
ied truck transportation, and it is contiguous to the Fairfax Munici- 
pal Airport. It can draw on the Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas City, 
Kans., area for manufacturing and material sources. 

6. Status of plant: This property has been declared excess to the 
needs of DOD and is in the process of being turned over to General 
Services Administration for disposal with the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate and House Armed Services Committees. General Motors is using 
the plant for assembly of Buicks, Oldsmobiles, and Pontiacs. The 
Government return for the use of these facilities is approximately 
$505,000 annually. The plant could be used to compete for Govern- 
ment work. However, no Government production is being performed 
ne facility. 

. Cost of upkeep : General Motors pays for these expenses. 
8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


33079— 59———_12 
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1. Plant name: Air Force Plant No. 40. 

2. Location: Tonawanda, N. Y. 

3. Description of property: This plant was constructed by the Gov- 
ernment during World War II for production of radial-type aircraft 
engines. The operator was Chevrolet division of General Motors 
Corp. The plant consists of manufacturing and test cell buildings, an 
office building, and several lesser structures containing approximately 
756,000 square feet situated on a 33-acre site owned by the Govern- 
ment. Utilities are adequate for the intended purpose. Additional 
requirements could probably be met from local sources. 

4, Cost of plant: Real property, $12,144,000. 

5. Accessibility : This plant is served by the New York Central Rail- 
road and truck transportation. It is located 12 miles from the Buffalo 
Airport. This facility is close to both Buffalo and Niagara Falls and 
can draw on these areas for manufacturing and material sources. 

6. Status of plant: A small portion of this plant is being made avail- 
able to Bell Aircraft for the performance of missile maintenance con- 
tract on the GAM-63. There is $1,140,480 on contract for this work. 
There is no commercial production and the facilities are furnished on 
a rent-free basis. This program is declining and consideration is 
being given to declaring this property excess to our industrial require- 
ments. The Air Force will consider other use of the facility before 
declaring the property excess to its needs. 

7. Cost of upkeep: It is estimated that the idle upkeep would be 
approximately $220,000. 

8. Housing: There is no housing in connection with this facility. 


Parr III. List or Expansions Compierep oR STARTED IN FIscAL 
Years 1957 anp 1958 INvo.tvine Masor ConstTrucrion 


SECTION A-1. NEW MANUFACTURING FACILITIES 


Liquid Oxygen Plant, Denver, Colo. 
Status: Active. 
Location: Near Denver, Colo. 
Contractor: Air Products Co. 


Cost: 
RE EE Lees ee Se ee eee eee eer oe $596, 250 
a a sees elec ta epntonisomnenienrenebtnamran grensthaneontaran 2, 745, 373 
Ee RE Ss ere te a a 3, 341, 622 


Area buildings: 7,000 square feet in 4 buildings. 

Land area: 5 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public, except sewer-septic tank which are Government 
owned. 

Transportation: Truck only. 

Product: Liquid oxygen. 

Description: This plant is an oxygen and nitrogen generating 
facility with liquefiers. It produces liquid oxygen and nitrogen in 
support of the IRBM and ICBM programs. The structures are 
prefabricated steel building serving only to protect the manufacturing 
equipment from the elements. 
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Remarks: This facility contiguous to the Air Force owned Denver 
Missile Test Site. Its output is used primarily in support of the 
research and development, battleship and captive testing of the Titan 
missile which is being performed by the Martin Co. at the Denver 
Missile Test Site. 


Air Force Plant No.62—Connecticut Aircraft Nuclear Engine Labora- 
tory (CANEL) 
Status: Active. 
Location: Near Middletown, Conn. 
Contractor: Pratt & Whitney division of United Aircraft Corp. 
Cost: 


Red] POC inca cinco pes ps ctehehdiihey tb seein daly tintin $50, 138, 000 
PE. BE ivicthcnnmivntbenieatirendmagihemnmnin anda 90, 655, 000 
Eira dinate ores give kirinatch widen tresigcoubla wiblnse tink hiladeadiac ene 140, 793, 000 


Area buildings: 650,000 square feet. 

Area of land: 1,072 acres Government owned. 

Utilities: Public, except water sewer; plant operates own systems, 

Transportation: New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad. 

Product: Research and development data on nuclear propulsion 
systems, and reactors for missiles and aircraft and related programs. 

Description: The plant consists of 15 buildings, principally labora- 
tories for the study and testing of specialized problems involved in de- 
veloping a nuclear propulsion system, with supporting installations as 
fuel storage, water, and waste treatment systems, etc. 


Air Force Plant No. 64 
Status: Active. 
Location: Santa Susana, Calif. 
Contractor: Air Products Co. 


Cost : 
SE sic eas i aes sidearm aaa lca oak a $745, 205 
Personal  DUOPSTy .. nn eae ncedsuadubbiagah actsbinkntlsabedddteeal 7, 015, 821 
GIR ins antes ciepeigndy bq ccoip tion Widemtipelatupenynlgicehtnntats 7, 761, 026 


Area of Buildings: Approximately 12,000 square feet in 3 buildings. 

Land area: 40 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Truck. 

Product: Liquid oxygen. 

Description: This plant is an oxygen and nitrogen generating fa- 
cility with liquefiers. It produces liquid oxygen and nitrogen in sup- 
port of the IRBM and ICBM programs. The structures are prefab- 
ricated steel buildings serving only to protect the manufacturing 
equipment from the elements. 

Remarks: This facility contiguous to Air Force Plant 57. Its 
output is used in support of the development and production test of 
large liquid rocket engines being performed by North American Avia- 
tion, Inc., at Air Force Plant No. 57. 
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Air Force Plant No. 65 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: North American Aviation, Inc. 
Location: Near Neosho, Mo. 


Cost: 
ee I a ee ee Sere oe kt Ue Sole eis $8, 900, 000 
ren OO er a i tees iid. 4, 400, 000 
eet i __. 13,300, 000 


Building area: 242,510 square feet; manufacturing area is 222,423 
square feet ; test area 20,087 square feet. 

Land area: 1,780 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity and water and gas are public; sewer is pro- 
vided by United States Army, Fort Crowder. 

Transportation: Kansas City Southern Railroad; highway. 

Product: Rocket engines and components of medium size. 

Description: The plant consists of a 222,000 square foot manufac- 
turing building suitable for light to medium heavy manufacturing, 
parking facilities and test area with instrumentation. 

Norr.—For the facility the Air Force used land, utility, and trans- 
portation systems which were already owned or installed by the 
Government. The 1,780 acres of land were a part of Fort Crowder 
and were transferred from the Department of the Army to the Air 
Force for the construction of this facility. 


Air Force Plant No. 67 
Status: Active; utilized for ANP program. 
Location: Dawsonville, Ga. (near Atlanta). 
Contractor: Lockheed Aircraft Corp. 


Cost: 
lt de es esarere an cewatesa : $7, 980, 965 
IE I ec ersitetieeremibraicinnbaenesacavionsth Stata ts Ame : 6, 136, 981 
a a cei ian siiniitnate aii 14, 117, 946 


Area of buildings: 10,600 square feet. 

Land area: 9,890 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public utility service furnishing electricity: wells and 
pumping facilities are a part of the plant; sewage disposal system is a 
part of the plant. 

Transportation: Highway only. 

Product: Development of data relating to nuclear aircraft struc- 
tures. 

Description: This plant consists of a radiation effects laboratory, 
reactor, hot test cell, associated laboratories, and a nuclear instrumen- 
tation laboratory with supporting equipment. The supporting equip- 
ment consists of hot materials, transport system, water reservoirs, 
pumps, sewage disposal system, and a hot cell mockup laboratory. 
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Air Force Plant No. 68 


Status: Active. 
Location: Modeltown, N. Y. (near Niagara and Buffalo, N. Y.). 
Contractor: Olin Mathieson Chemical C 


Cost: 
a aiinin dss nniiiniieniiniagnntaeaaniraiadtaidiniiatnniidiiams iit eied ae $6, 681, 000 
Re RN ic ntccinn re enmnniningeiminiidasipiinaiinaiee Re 38, 098, 000 
i teases rn laa aa i 44, 779, 000 


Area buildings: 175,000 square feet. 

Land area: 350 acres of Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public electric; sewage treatment plant-owned, process 
water from Niagara River, domestic water from city of Niagara Falls. 

Transportation: New York Central Railroad and highways serving 
Niagara Falls. 

Product: High energy fuel for aircraft and missiles. 

Description : “The plant appears similar to a petroleum cracking 
plant, consists of tanks, pipelines, chemical treatment process equip- 
ment, heat exchangers, driers, and other technical equipment with steel 
buildings to house this equipment. Nontechnical buildings of con- 
crete block construction include: cafeteria, administrative offices, dis- 
pensary garage, and warehouse. 

Norr.—This facility was erected on land that was acquired by the 
Government during World War II for the Army’s Ontario Ordnance 
Plant. A large part of the utility systems that were developed during 
World War IL are being used by this plant. 


Air Force Plant No. 70 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Aerojet General Corp. 
Location: Nimbus Station, Calif. (near Sacramento, Calif.). 
Cost: 


TE EG asi sesis snipes ainda Cnet ae eae $4, 310, 000 
Poergouer” HLOUetts so. 2 een en eee eneteae 302, 689 
ah ah aie bead be on cscs mrss nce endian RI baie ae 4, 612, 689 


Area of buildings: 370, 000 square feet. 

Land area: 50 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Electricity, public; water from wells and sewer by septic 
tank. 

Transportation: South Pacific Railroad and highway. 

Product: Large rocket engines. 

Description: Manufacturing and components testing of rocket 
engines. Engineering and administrative area for design of engines 
and components comprises a large part of the total area. 
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Air Force Plant No. 71 
Status: Active. 
Location: Nimbus Station, Calif. (Sacramento). 
Contractor: Air Products Co. 


Cost : 
I cwnmeinnmeineteamenmmnienw $761, 081 
a sterner einmmennala ees 4, 097, 599 
EE ee ee 5, 858, 680 


Area of buildings: 5 buildings, total 10,750 square feet. 

Land area: 10 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Truck. 

Product: Liquid oxygen. 

Description: This plant is an oxygen and nitrogen generating 
facility with liquefiers. It produces liquid oxygen and nitrogen in 
support of the IRBM and ICBM programs. The structures are pre- 
fabricated steel buildings serving only to protect the manufacturing 
equipment from the elements. 

Nore.—This facility is contiguous to and its output supports the 
liquid engine test activity at Air Force Plant No. 70. 


Air Force Plant No. 72 
Status: Active. 
Location: Edwards, Calif. 
Contractor: Air Products Co. 





Cost: 
I ih bs ean sh cictelne essen es Se cece ne srnslvws $708, 915 
I aarti eres ential aneneiunniglgigiie bigibionl 2, 633, 138 
ail ca tea eae 3, 342, 053 


Area of buildings: 2 buildings of approximately 7,000 square feet 
total. 

Land area: 3.32 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Truck. 

Product: Liquid oxygen. 

Description: This plant is an oxygen and nitrogen generating 
facility with liquefiers. It producers liquid oxygen and nitrogen in 
support of the IRBM and ICBM programs. The structures are pre- 
fabricated steel buildings serving only to protect the manufacturing 
equipment from the elements. 

Nore.—This industrial facility was constructed on land that was 
a part of Edwards Air Force Base. It serves as a source of liquid 
oxygen for the activities in the development and test of liquid rocket 
engines that are being conducted at Edwards Air Force Base. 
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Air Force Plant No. 73 


Status: Active. 
Location : Cocoa, Fla. 
Contractor: Air Products Co. 


Cost: 
Ee PI a erccacscagpceprcs ty nan. oo cieeh soanexcarclentaotorhecegcaenniae cee eee ate $671, 935 
Personal property | eit 2, 906, 000 
BONS cette cSER Cie cS Meds Ea nninnen 8, 577, 935 


Area of buildings: 4 buildings, total approximately 7,000 square feet. 

Land area : 3 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Truck. 

Product : Liquid oxygen. 

Description: This plant is an oxygen and nitrogen generating 
facility with liquefiers. It producers liquid oxygen and nitrogen in 
support of the IRBM and ICBM programs. The structures are pre- 
fabricated steel buildings serving only to protect the manufacturing 
equipment from the elements. 

Nore. This industrial facility was constructed on land that was a 
part of Patrick Air Force Base. It serves as a source of liquid oxygen 
for test firing of liquid engine rockets at Cape Canaveral, Fla. 


Classified No.1 
Status: Active. 
Contractor : Classified. 
Location : Classified. 


Cost: 
NE Se ia iad ates cher athened Datcilelaiailidiaacacassind ngiinilinbtibuiaie, $1, 421, 000 
PIO Pa a, i rescence ak atg i eeeceh ims Ti la i a 31, 351, 000 
RE inked eats inanvn imsatnacnaneadeaia eds die dicen tee 32, 772, 000 


Building area : Approximately 20,000 square feet ; 6 buildings. 
Land area: Approximately 350 acres, Government owned. 
Utilities: 
Electricity : Public. 
Water: 
Wells for domestic water. 
Process water pumped from a river. 
Sewer and disposal systems are part of the plant. 
Transportation : Rail and truck. 
Product : Classified. 
Description: Manufacturing buildings are steel frame with transite 
siding; administration buildings are of concrete block construction. 


Classific d No. 2 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Classified. 
Location: Classified. 


Cost: 
OE EE eis edie itt canbaeet adnan bidentate talbadgeia $130, 000 
Ee I veccicenniviccicineriniss caitlin ical re cal pela 1, 720, 000 


SOE RN NNOE sis ssc nicks arch eb ie laa na ae 1, 850, 000 
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Building area: Approximately 10,000 square feet. 

Land area: Approximately 12 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Rail and truck. 

Product: Classified. 

Description: Manufacturing building is a prefabricated steel build- 
ing; the administration building i is a concrete block structure. 


SECTION A-2. NEW TEST SITES 


Ram Jet Engine Test Facility, Little Mountain, Utah 
Status: Active (under construction). 
Location: Near Ogden, Utah. 
Contractor: Marquardt Aircraft Co. 


Cost: 
NN fe a toh OHS eee 72s SESE SB $4, 712, 822 
3 pec ne rs RE EE ACh ee ee binds cede Pee eee ____._. 8, 800, 000 
a ee a et 13, < 512 2, 822 


Area of buildings: 10,000 square feet. 

Land area: 1,800 acres of Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public electric power; process water from Weber River; 
domestic water from wells. 

Transportation: Truck and Union Pacific Railroad. 

Product: None; provides production testing of Ram-jet engines 
produced by aut Aircraft Engine Co. at Ogden, Utah. 

Description: This facility consists of a 16-foot diameter test cell 
with supporting installations which include a 650,000-gallon water 
reservoir for industrial water, a 40,000-gallon tank for domestic 
water, a 2,000,000 gallon reservoir for exhaust gas cooling water, 
5,500-foot rail spur line, 5,000 kilovolt-ampere substation, and an ad- 
ministration building. 


Denver Missile Test Site 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: The Martin Co. 
Location : Near Denver, Colo. (20 miles). 


Cost: 
ere os St So ge eek ris ch ed $17, 550, 000 
UN a ol in hi cere in ea emaeaemenne 5, 679, 000 
a a eicisansaediditaidsmnmniiadhanwammkenumanigte 23 3, 299, 000 


Building area : 102,203 square feet. 

Land area: Government-owned land, 402 acres. 

Utilities: All utilities are public except sewer and septic tank which 
are Government-owned. 

Transportation : Truck; nearest railroad is 5 miles. 

Product: Research and development, battleship and captive testing 
of Titan ICBM missile. 

Description: This facility consists of hot test stands, instrumenta- 
tion roads, fuel and water systems, cold test laboratory and electrical 
system. 
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Air Force Plant No. 69 


Status: Active. 
Location: Near Pittsfield, Mass, 


Contractor: General Electric Co. 








Cost : 
Se EE... 7h: caeecorenakinteinahoan Ghathnenakeusiemusticn caem daveaimasactiaaedaaiaiacmmaad $1, 154, 229 
Perennial  pronerty yet ha a et ou des 802, 571 
ee ES cacerrep estan ape beratecantapiaien pected cited apipiaedaaeds ade 1, 956, 800 


Area of buildings : 21,530 square feet. 

Land area: 14 acres of Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity is public, water is from a well on the site, sewer 
is septic tank. 

Transportation: Via truck only. 

Product: The WS107A-1 radio tracker is assembled and tested at 
this site. 

Description: This facility consists of an assembly building and 
tower for testing the radio tracker with test apparatus and instru- 
mentation. 


Sycamore Canyon Test Site 
Status: Active. 
Location: Near San Diego, Calif. 
Contractor: Convair division, General Dynamics Corp. 
Cost: 





TRON SI iii in nnnivvinchecinmetiinnn en Di ee) Ti eee $5, 000, 000 
POPGRGR DEORE Gk 3. init beccmniin Beak déen-eertbetedes weds ben ton 1, 740, 425 
soo cr eh cs Secs sas aati ellic bt dad do eee ee tacaed 6, 740, 425 


Area of buildings: 48 400 square feet. 

Land area: 1,512 acres of Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public utilities are utilized except sewer which is septic 
tank and leaching bed. 

Transportation : Via truck. 

Product: Static tests on Atlas missile. 

Description: The facility consists of two test blocks with instru- 
mentation, an administrative building, and an assembly building all 
of concrete slab on steel frame. 


BMEWS Test Site 

Status: Active. 

Contractor: Radio Corporation of America. 

Location: Moorestown, N. J. (near Philadelphia and Camden). 

Cost: Real property, $1,650,000 ; no personal property. 

Area of buildings: 40,000 square feet on 2 floors. 

Land area: 4.5 acres leased from RCA. 

Utilities: Public except water and sewer which are on site wells and 
septic tank. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: Production testing and engineering evaluation of facil- 
ities to be installed on the DEW line. 
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Description: An all steel building built to the same size and config- 
uration of the BMEWS installations in order that equipment and 
other installations can be tested in the environment in which they will 
eventually operate. 

Under the terms of the facilities contract RCA agreed to lease 4.5 
acres of land to the Government for a period of 30 years for an annual 
consideration of $1, with the Government having the right to remove 
the improvements or abandon in place. The Chief of Engineers, De- 
partment of the Army, has been requested to formalize a lease agree- 
ment. The facilities contract also contains a proviso which would 

ermit the contractor to buy the improvements at cost less depreciation 
ased on internal revenue schedules of depreciation. 


Maynard Test Site 


Status: Active. 
Contractor: Raytheon. 
Location : Near Waltham, Mass. 





Cost : 
I td sain nieisuvennbeieniinnes $348, 410 
a aisha ecnueeats encwiensg ds biphndnanatcb eoaninenapensnecniorense 85, 220 
a a a ct alana hietneniah bb uadsbubestiinias 433, 630 


Building area : 20,000 square feet approximately. 

Land area: Approximately 350 acres of Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity, public; all others are part of the facility. 

Transportation : Truck only. 

Product: Production test of FPS-28 radar. This radar device is 
used in the Continental Air Defense system and it feeds information 
to SAGE. 

Description : This facility consists of the following: 

‘3 900 square feet prefabricated Butler type building. 

b) Improvement of existing roads and construction of a 650- 
foot new road. 

(c) Septic tank and leaching field. 

(d) 6,000-foot cyclone fence. 

(e) Fuel oil tank. 


Hancock Field Test Facility 
Status: Active. 
Location : Syracuse, N. Y. 
Contractor : General Electric Co. (Syracuse). 





Cost : 
a a) hdmi dds atntsais $150, 000 
a clk Ate ler eriahin sh Rinse rine eppeenenineeseinion 22, 000 
a 2 elgnniebeteislagesmnunacaceaempiagusarsntbehianes 177, 000 


Area of buildings: 4,764 square feet. 

Land area: Leased from city of Syracuse, approximately 1 acre. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Via truck. 

Product: Test data on missile and aircraft guidance systems. 

Description: This is a prefabricated steel building to house test 
equipment for engineering evaluation of guidance systems, test flown 
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from Hancock field. Since the product and location have no commer- 
cial value to the contractor, he refused to provide any of these facili- 
ties. The schedule of testing dictated that these facilities be estab- 
lished as close to the manufacturing facility as quickly as possible. 


Douglas Aircraft Co., Sacramento, Test Site 
Status: Active. 
Location : Near Sacramento, Calif. 
Contractor : Douglas Aircraft Co. 





Cost : 
Ro: POE asin a crc iiahinn Sarton emptied theistmnnpensintes Lita T tes $1, 750, 150 
BOT IAEN, ANTE i cies iiasic wishes tan etter ia a btn ei inl ae 515, 463 
Tote a ea ehh 2, 265, 613 


Avea of buildings : 22,500 square feet. 

Land area : Contractor-owned land. 

Utilities : Electricity and gas are public; sewer is by septic tank. 

Transportation : Via truck ; South Pacific Rail Line is 1 mile away. 

Product : Test data on Thor missiles prior to Air Force acceptance. 

Description: These facilities consist of a test stand, liquid oxygen, 
fuel and nitrogen storage and distribution systems and ground support 
equipment test building. 

Our investment is protected by the contractor having agreed to re- 
tain the improvements for other Government use on termination of the 
supply contract. The Government will not be required to pay rent 
but the Government will have to pay for maintenance it deems neces- 
sary to perform. Contractor has invested approximately 21% times as 
much in this facility as the Government. He has 50,000 square feet 
against Air Force’s 22,500 square feet and refused to invest further 
in a facility for products having no commercial use. 


Environmental Test Facility, Whippany, N.J. 
Status: Active. 
Location: Whippany, N.J. 
Contractor: Western Electric Co. 





Cost: 
Mon) wrote £0 fee ad ce ee SL eee $179, 000 
IAT I icin sciences sash se stencil ite ilaeildiiieamiiaeieen 302, 699 
yi lle ie cle IE occ Ro OD mace tern BE AE — AERA OOO ETON E, el 481, 699 


Area of buildings: 12,800 square feet added by Air Force; 67,500 
square feet by the contractor. 

Land area: Land is owned by the contractor; Air Force has right to 
use on hold in standby this building for 10 years. Upon completion 
of Air Force use, the premises must be restored to previous condition. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Both railroad and highway. 

Product: Research and development data re high intensity noise and 
vibration tests on missile electronic systems. 

Description : This is a small soundproofed structure to house vibra- 
tion equipment and noise generators. 
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology Noise Research Laboratory 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: MIT. 
Location: Cambridge, Mass. 


Cost: 
I needa en ihn chpereceeingtsinds min $399, 000 
I I icine ek hte hs hh edna Gece liclcs winter 454, 960 
Bene ld anksniembtibcigicmesinnpeeraee 853, 960 


Area building: 10,000 feet was existing; this expansion added 500 
to house vibration equipment and noise generators. 

Land area: Owned by MIT. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Rail and city streets. 

Product: Research data concerning effects of high-intensity noises 
and vibrations. 

Description: Soundproof room added to an existing structure. Air 
Force requires the data; MIT does the research but could not provide 
the laboratory. 

Air Force and contractor have a standby, removal, and abandonment 
agreement to protect the interest of the Government. General terms 
are: after completion of Government work, facilities revert to a 
standby status for 10 years at no cost to the Government, and will be 
in standby status for Government use only. Government may remove 
or abandon facilities without restoration of premises. Government 
will maintain but contractor will furnish protection for these facilities. 


SECTION A-3, EXPANSIONS OF EXISTING FACILITIES 


Air Force Plant No. 3 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Douglas Aircraft Co., Inc. 
Location: Tulsa, Okla. 
Cost : 


esas inne tarencnarenstnakon Kiniautiiicts eaiteantemsipescans Ee a ee 
Personal property 0 


This expansion provided an office building primarily for engineer- 
ing and design personnel consisted of a 2-story 50,000-square-foot 
building. A computer installation, expansion of aircraft ramp, 
steam lines to work docks, insulation of work docks, and doors on 
work docks. 

Building area: The existing facilities of Air Force Plant No. 3 
included : 

Square feet 


Manufacturing and assembly building__..._._.____-____-_____-_-_~~~. _.. 2, 000, 000 
i is Parenting eee tps bike chemi esta pice bible pa mig 50, 000 
Act er IE rt ee hie alin ET LT EE a 120, 000 
Neen ee ee aug sven as ananianiupiarcr ood anuignitiensbiontviniaienie 50, 000 
eee ce Sn ag oe ee ee Se a lee 80, 000 
Miscenancous supporting buildings.......................01Lsb ie 488, 000 


a 2, 738, 000 
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Land area: 541 acres are Government owned. 
The Government investment in this facility is approximately : 


Real peopenGe So Tt. Se eae apne cene no nemewscoeaeniigen $37, 140, 000 
Personal property os nnn. nnwe ncansded ibe ddliasete sed sdabides 34, 706, 000 
ROKOT uk: snowmen ammntgiianitiminn bul dante beens ceed 71, 846, 000 


Utilities: Public except sewer and waste-treatment plant. 

Transportation: Rail and highway. 

Product: Modification and overhaul of B-47 aircraft; B-66 com- 
ponents and other miscellaneous components for other aircraft. 

Description: The airfield is owned by the city of Tulsa, Okla. 
The Government has a right to use the airport under the terms of a 
lease which provides for no rent but does provide for the operator 
of the plant to pay a share of the airfield maintenance costs, not to ex- 
ceed $27,000 per year. This lease runs for 20 years, beginning in 1953. 


Air Force Plant No. 
Status: Active. 
Contractor : Convair division, General Dynamics Corp. 
Location : Fort Worth, Tex. 


Cost : 
Real DPODRIT os asiiee 4c sds db hetlendthd<nabhatlanabhele 2, 883, 000 
OES CES 8s einen endielncbiaiccniencnian diced 5, 817, 000 
hs Bolte yh pe saints oo ps ckcsa nae ene enep ngs icnleles ecrnsmebmanianecarenaailer 8, 700, 000 


These expansions provide for a capability to produce the B-58 and 
further development of the 125—A weapon system. Specifically these 
expansions involve : 

Expansion of experimental hangar. 
Expansion of waste disposal system. 
Heat transfer and fuel flo labs. 
Nuclear laboratory expansion. 
Shield test area expansion. 
Controls for altitude test facility. 
Compressor laboratory expansion. 
Extension of hazards test area 
Controlled bomb pod facilities. 

Building area: 


BE Re i i le satan pte re base mneencai wetantemmnninaniinmeial 4, 638, 885 
Total renal progerty, Deg. ceade oni obi i kn $47, 532, 000 
Personal property costs approximately__...-...___-______________ 37, 044, 000 

DOGKE St VONRROU iets octets teeter os ee 85, 044, 000 


Land area: 606 acres (Government owned). 

Utilities: Public, except industrial waste disposal system. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway are available. 

Product: B-58 aircraft, components for B-52, 125—A weapon sys- 
tem development. 

Description: This facility consists of a large 2,000,000-square feet 
production building, an oflice or administrative building of 50,000 
square feet, warehouses, production hangar, experimental hangar, 
nuclear laboratory, nuclear mockup hangar, and miscellaneous small 
supporting structures and parking areas. 
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Air Force Plant No.6 

Status: Active. 

Contractor: Lockheed Aircraft Corp., Georgia division. 

Location: Marietta, Ga., near Atlanta. 

Cost: Real property, $2,512,000, which included fuel system, test 
facilities modification building B- 1, taxiway realinement to match new 
runway, aircraft work shelter. 

Existing facilities at this plant represent an investment— 


Ne eee re ermine $50, 251, 000 
in pe mneenn ye Sh oe Ok oe i 30, 367, 000 
teria 80, 618, 000 


Building area: Total, 5,552,211 square feet; added by this expan- 
sion, 460, 313 square feet. 

Land area: 709 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity and water is public; sewer and waste disposal 
systems are part of the plant. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: B-47 modification and overhaul; C-130 production. 

Description: This plant is designed to produce large quantities of 
large aircraft, the principal buildings are: Fabrication and assembly 
building of approximately 2,500,000 square feet; warehouses of 
1,000, 000 square feet each; flight a 120,000 square feet; flight 
hangar of 200,000 square feet : hangar for small aircraft 100,000 
square feet ; office building 70,000 squi are ‘tet miscellaneous support- 
ing buildings totaling 500,000 square feet. 


Air Force Plant No. 10 
Status: Active. 
Contractor : Northrop Aircraft Co. 
Location : Hawthorne, Calif. 


= 

Cost: 
i sceeuiipesiaoepenqueniemae neg Siewepeoneuans “ $995, 000 
0 ll asap edned ep atn Se ck mo eee conan Sereno : 730, 000 
I ON i cn scene vera blh Aeeclath chit a eek ase is ws ed toro ds 596, 000 
Be eI NE i iach se ee cache eign teins noc 2, 321, 000 


This expansion provided test facilities for systems check out and 
engine test for missiles specifically SM-62. 

Facilities existing before this expansion included: 600,000 square 
foot floor space; 49 acres of Government-owned land, and represented 
an investment of approximately— 


i as dca ani nani mniasiing ae $3, 462, 000 
I ac cstemssenh nicer aap sie Tiocapdiilactad 22, 019, 000 
2550s bch aad ble bees Oost) Lid Jit 25, 481, 000 


Utilities : Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product : KC—135 components, Snark missile, T—38 aircraft. 

Description: This facility consists of an assembly and fabrication 
building, warehouse and several test structures for the various systems 
which make up the Snark as Powerplant, fuel system, guidance system, 
and structure or airframe. 
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Air Force Plant No. 11 


Status: Active. 
Contractor: Fairchild Aircraft Co. 
Location: Hagerstown, Md. 


Cost : 
Sa MINED ir ALF hnternlecicnbcchsissa aceris depisen res eeooapenlad Won ahiewaes anetanc onmmecasennaiinns $3, 763, 000 
PCCOORL DUOC nian srieiennneienncinnapod eae 1, 877, 000 


(a) Test facility for SM—73 weapon system; (0) 48,000 square feet 
engineering-oflice space; (c) 21,000 feet assembly space: 


Res] PORN e006 che erapieeni arte lmaginnnattititiclenienthey acini esinigs $18, 995, 000 
Se IRENE I et ncn cten gh eirtisns eb ts one pcireh anni de a theteae eniai pe hasnt 13, 633, 000 
I ait cisasisctel cect nice nla gil te den ban Sect ca cn gic hewn engi 32, 628, 000 


Building area: Existing, 1,016,953. 

Land area: Existing, 284 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Rail and highway. 

Product : SM-73, B-52 components, C-123 aircraft. 

Description: This facility consists of aircraft manufacturing build- 
ing, an administrative and engineering office building, flight hangar, 
and miscellaneous small supporting structures. 

This expansion will provide an area for testing the completed SM- 
73 


vo. 


Air Force Plant No. 13 
Status: Active. 
Jontractor : Boeing Airplane Co. 
Location : Wichita, Kans. 
Cost: Expansions started or completed during fiscal years 1957 and 
1958: 


SEE sip ctirmnwncnnsanmmetebobiadnteesttaki ane $11, 000, 000 
EE I in cs vneeetititecicnc inet ie eabinaitaiaininiesmaiiccnimamaniaga 10, 000, 000 
ED icnisetissnetias intntn witli aiesin when cnl hae setae tb caalidetels diate 21, 000, 000 


These expansions include : 
1. Paint hangar. 
2. 4-place production hangar. 
3. Ramp extension. 
4, Compass rose. 
5. Expands the electrical system of the plant. 
6. Chip collection system. 
7. Laboratory for hydraulics and air flow. 
8. Fueling positions. 
Building area: 4,791,288 square feet existed prior to this expansion ; 
233,624 square feet were added by these expansions. 
The Government investment is approximately— 


ED ii eaesneidchtinnte nina Kliatt rebincm cin berininaess £3, 000, 000 


’ 


pO SL EE IN INET nL Ene ssihcaeipinceddeaiea katona $62, 278, 000 


Deeni BaP i SLU aL eh a 105, 278, 000 
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Land area : 555 acres, Government-owned. 

Utilities: Electric public; water public; sanitary sewer is public. 
Industrial waste disposal is part of the facility. Fuel is coal and/or 
Butane. 

Transportation : Railroad and highway. 

Product: B-52 aircraft. BOMARC components, B-47 aircraft 
modification and overhaul. 

Description : This facility is designed to produce large quantities of 
large aircraft structures; consists of four hangar buildings, an admin- 
istration building, cafeteria building, materials and fabrication build- 
ing, warehouses, and a large assembly building with supporting in- 
stallations and parking areas. 


Air Force Plant No. 16 

Status: Active. 

Contractor: North American Missile Development division. 

Location: Downey, Calif. 

Cost: Real property, $874,976. 

These expansions involve modification to the electromechanical 
building, a new fire station, cooling tower, X-ray room alterations, 
building to house 800-ton compress or which provides air conditioning 
for electromechanical building. 

Building area: 





ieee Seuare feet... sain an tanta ll cs ng ata cea 1, 431, 011 
I enc acsonienanais ac mnem abiaiaien oe: ____ $10, 851, 000 
I as cesienins cmieoeeeness bo allah i BS deena Sop esa iaeten do 10, 000, 000 

a deen deaiem cmon canada ai iatats etieataie 20, 851, 000 


Land area. 162 acres Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: Air to guided missiles for B-52 application ; aircraft com- 
ponents ; formerly the Navaho missile. 

Description: This facility has a small airfield, one large building 
housing administrative offices and manuf: acturing, a special electro- 
mechanical building for missile systems, and mise ellaneous supporting 
structures and test facilities. 


Air Force Plant No. 26 
Status : Active. 
Contractor : Allison division, General Motors Corp. 
Location : Indianapolis, Ind. 


Cost: 
Real property : 
ee Oe Ol BONON i a sess elie $929, 644 
Reclamation and oil storage building__._______-_- eee Seine 351, 147 
CN a a ee wa ce et a oe esas Bd BS 1, 280, 791 


This expansion provided for fuel supplies to handle the J—71 engine 
and removed fuel lines from within the corridors of the manufactur- 
ing and engine preparation area. The oil and reclamation building 
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is used to dry chips and sort them for sale of special metals and to 
reclaim special cutting oils. 
Building area: 


Hizisting aquare feet.._..__......._...... rmeinine wis nena th eel hat beeen len oe dens 1, 997, 627 
OGL. DEORIES BONG ind dein ide edb ewe $22, 582, 000 
PO CRN WOOT Tati hii ig hei vind vals ink ani ees 63, 000, 000 

I <ticniatngsecie wm mene tere capt cb babs cg tei iS en Se ch Ets Bad he aie 85, 582, 000 


Land area : 213 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities : Public except industrial waste treatment plant. 

Transportation : Railroad and highway facilities are available. 

Product : J-71 and T—56 engines. 

Description: This is a modern brick factory building specifically 
designed for engine production and test. An office building attached 
and the powerplant and disposal plant are among the supporting 
structures. 


Air Force Plant No. 27 
Status: Active. 
Contractor : Continental Aviation and Engineering Corp. 
Location : Toledo, Ohio. 
Cost of existing facilities: 





Tie SO ee A, ee SA AE retention $6, 847, 326 
Personal property__-_--- i ac nn re de acapella cesnemccibiamaialte 6, 577, 741 
Ns Dh sick ideas inlaen iemananhieibiaietonniepaieitacaenitiitiainiacbintii 12, 425, 067 


Building area existing : 333,755 square feet. 

Cost of this expansion : Real property, $764,500. 

This expansion did not increase the building area. It modified exist- 
ing test facilities to provide capacity for testing J-69 engines. 

Land area: 79 acres, Government-owned I: ind. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Railroad and highway. 

Product: Engine components and J—69 engines. 

Description: This plant consists of one building which houses prac- 
tically all activities except engine testing, meter houses, scrap dump 
and miscellaneous supporting structures. It was the first jet engine 
factory to be built by the Air Force; is steel frame with wood siding. 


Air Force Plant No. 29 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: General Electric Co. 
Location: West Lynn, Mass. 


Cost: 
Beal neremerer. ne oc elk Ue oe Ul 2 
Prernoael  tirerer tre on ck a ee 7, 565, 000 
NE ck ia cin icalewn tink ceaeitane i oi ca bt ashens cdc deat nbiterseonine 8, 3, O15, 000 


This expansion provided real property for test facilities for the 
J—79, J-85, T-58 engines and machine and equipment for manufac- 
ture of the components which make up the engines. 


33079—59 13 
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The facilities existing before this expansion included : 


162,325 square feet of floor space at a cost of_____--____-___---_-_-- 2, 601, 000 
Nee ee ee en cnn nmpemeniincttinndeliiisieled 10, 858, 000 
mon ® Getel-deventmont 06. eee LLL 13, 4: 59, 000 
i riverbed pe bnaounabatinwnieouus 8, 015, 000 
BOP mew totetnc ows hoe i ee een 21, 574, 000 


Building area: Remains 162,325 square feet. 

Land area : 18 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: J—79 engine components, J—85 and T-58 engines. 

Description: This facility was added to a contractor-owned facility 
and consists of medium-heavy manufacturing building containing a 
minimum of administrative space and test cells for production testing 
of engines and components and a fuel storage area. 


Air Force Plant No. 36 


Status: Active. 
Contractor : General Electric Co. 
Location: Evendale, Ohio (Cincinnati, Ohio). 











Cost: 
Real property | Machine and 
equipment 

. - —_ SE akan san uanecasns cq dblied Hd Gi ddtevinespcecielocndad $700, 000 $3, 394, 000 

iithdne bee bee tak cccenebsepe ina sqaamdeesccasceseccoscccpeceguecoss 882, 000 6, 783, 000 
Behebilitation NE © cc enebiiedeek a cet UI Shi dle cll 2, 510, 000 |_.._- cai 
I il 2, 239, 352 | 12, 786, 000 

ACS SR Eis Ald nh Sab ddsbidhh btbbad ook Sica geberinathinnnd ds 6, 331, 352. 22, 963, 000 

EES Ate Oh eben ia Nee he nak ido pnccocdunasabuccorsunsenns 29, 294, 352 

| 





The existing Government investment in this plant prior to this 
expansion included : 


Real property, 1,090,502 square feet floor space_____________-______ $33, 000, 000 
ent nme £00).007 od odes ee i in aati 66, 580, 000 
CT St isl epntahcehhinisdhions 99, 580, 000 


Land area: 74 acres Government owned. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Rail and highway are available. 

Product: J—79 engines, X-211 engines, J-47 engines, and nuclear- 
powered engines. 

Description : This facility is a modern medium-heavy manufactur- 
ing plant consisting of three principal buildings: (1) a parts factory; 
(2) assembly and test building; (3) a nuclear laboratory and test area 
with supporting facilities, such as fuel stor age facilities, shipping and 
receiving truck dock, inflammable storage warehouse and other minor 
structures 8. 
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Air Force Plant No. 42 
Status: Active (used by 6 contractors, 5 for flight testing of produc- 
tion aircraft, and 1 contractor operates a machine tool storage facility 
located on the airport property). 
Lockheed Aircraft Corp. : Flight test F—104, T-33. 
North American Aviation, Inc. : Flight test F—100. 
Convair division, General Dynamics Corp. : Flight test F—106, 
F-102. 
Douglas Aircraft Co., Inc.: Flight testing Navy aircraft pro- 
duced at its El Segundo plant. 
Hughes Aircraft Co.: Flight tests electronic systems being 
installed in F-106, F-102, F-101, F-108, B-70 and B-58 aircraft. 
Cost : Expansions started or completed during the past 2 fiscal years 
include : 


Real property improvements : 


(a) A hangar building and ramp area for NAA__-__--------_- $2, 756, 000 
(b) The entire facility used by CVAC hangar, paint shop, ad- 

ministration area, electric shop, and aircraft ramp area_____ 7, 763, 000 

(c) Lockheed expanded their assembly area___..._----------- 1, 075, 000 
(@) Lockheed provided under contract a fire station, control 

tower, taxiway, runway repairs... ~~ 2 nnn ce fence 8, 425, 000 

I is si cc <a cciniciindis ideas enterica ap tidiacdiadeela aiden tamieiadnaialaadeigiaal 15, 019, 000 

Personal property : 
I a i a 4, 500, 000 
Existing at Palmdale after these expansions : 

(a) North American flight test facilities_._._._._o-__._..__.._- 6, 100, 000 

(b) Lockheed flight test facilities. -U oo e 10, 950, 000 

(c) Donglas flight test Tactiitiet.....ncnccececconsudttiiLlis 5, 330, 000 

(d@) Convair flight test facilities... ui .ens 12, 390, 000 

(ce) Hughes fight teat, TaPUtiEs 7. n dcccmrscsemcecwbeinniilens 880, 000 

(f) Airfield and common facilities_........._......-.___ 10, 792, 000 

(9) Mashiners Overtiaul’ Ooel 2250 200) Cn 1, 500, 000 

Petal 2. ee eS a deeded 41, 942, 000 


The buildings occupied by Hughes were included in the price of the airport and are a 
part of the cost shown as airport and common facilities. 


Building area: 1,375,517 square feet. 

Land area: 5,421 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity is public; natural gas is available; water and 
sewer plants are a part of the common facilities. 

Transportation : Principally by highway; Santa Fe Railroad serves 
the machine-tool storage site. 

Product: Flight testing and assembly of production aircraft for 
those contractors on the west coast, who do not have adequate airfields 
otherwise available. 

Description: Air Force Plant 42 has a two-runway airport with 
clear zones protected by avigation easements. The contractors have 
been assigned approximately 200 acres each for development as sup- 
porting area to their manufacturing facilities. Space has been pro- 
vided in accordance with requirements; i. e., Lockheed, who has no 
adequate airfield at Burbank trucks major assemblies to Palmdale for 
assembly and flight test. Convair, on the other hand, makes a one- 
time flight from San Diego to Palmdale and has no assembly area. 
Common facilities include fire, water reservoirs and distribution sys- 
tems, sewer system, and waste-disposal plant, crash and rescue trucks, 
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and helicopter, flight contro] tower, weather service, and airfield 
maintenance, 

The Machinery Overhaul Co. operates a machine-tool storage facil- 
ity of 500,000 square feet on 1 of the 200-acre tracts into which the 
property has been divided. There is sufficient land available on this 
site to approximately double the existing facilities. 


Air Force Plant No. 43 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Lycoming division, AVCO Manufacturing Co. 
Location: Stratford, Conn. 
Cost of this expansion : 


an a en Siiditnii a eka bese bk enibtitwe ween $1, 312, 000 
Ia i anes egeepelininenanepeeivenh iin 0 


This expansion involves: 
A new industrial waste-treatment plant. 
Roof rehabilitation. 
Engine test cell conversion to jet engines. 
Purchase of real estate. 

Building area: 


Tee ccs da aarinis eseteraneniicinenenmeseranes square feet... 1,479, 574 
a hihi eit iieeve eianaetoen $13, 048, 000 
I NE i ciesesemene RUA $49, 458, 490 


Land area: 78 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: Engine components and small jet engines. 

Description : This facility consists of a m: :nufacturi ing building, ad- 
ministrative building, hangars, and miscellaneous support buildings, 
including 22 test cells. 

This facility was converted from aircraft production to engine pro- 
duction at the beginning of the Korean incident. The purchase of 
real estate in the expansion was to buy a laboratory building which 
had been sold by War Assets Administration at the end of World 
War II and which the contractor had leased for the engine programs. 
Due to the duration of the contracts and the high rental being paid, 
it was determined to be in the best interest of the Government to own 
the facility. 


Air Force Plant No. 44 


Status: Active. 

Contractor: Hughes Aircraft Co. 

Location: Tucson, Ariz. 

Cost: Real property, $335,260. 

These expansions consist of a taxiway connecting the plant explo- 
sives storage area with the Tucson Airport, explosive storage maga- 
zines, power substation. 

Building area : 


Q7 


This plant contains 657,787 square feet and cost______._.__-__-- Jcaneige 058, 000 
NN a a ett clit dane Lspevetennienibqneteccn ieee Ni aetna eres 12, 691, 000 


I Te i sam 20; 4ae, 000 
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Land area: 2,516 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: Falcon missiles. 

Description: This plant was constructed in 1953 and is the only 
plant owned by the Air Force which was designed as a missile produc- 
tion facility except for the hazardous storage, test, and loading areas, 
it consists of one building which houses production, administrative, 
and engineering. 


Air Force Plant No. 53 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Boeing Airplane Co. 
Location : Moses Lake, Wash. 


Cost: 
Real’ prepeteyn sce ec oh dw da hcusneeabiseare aaa $14, 957, 532 
This expansion: 
eee CaaS ane (Ri no a ences ones oneneaaniinaronoman 7, 869, 732 
nee ee ee 1, 587, 800 
Re PM or a earner ae oes a ei eae ee ini enn taaaiininiintty 5, 500, 000 
Building area : 820,000 square feet : 
Petal cott af in Tae css ink. The th en chsthinndmtimbowimiaik $27, 855, 000 
BROT TIO cic es snunensentnintoenncnieniinchastemierieniaeada eee SU 17, 282, 000 
ENE TO oa sa vo wi sven enemies cine en emma leaeiad 10, 573, 000 


Land area: 340 acres, Government owned. 

Utilities: Electric, public; water wells on site; sewer, septic tanks; 
fuel, oil. 

Zz ransportation : Railroad and highway. 

Product: Production flight test of B-52 and KC-135 aircraft. 

Description: These facilities consist of a general administration 
building, 1 three-place hangar, 1 eight-place hangar; a two-place 
paint hangar, and parking area for auto and aircraft. 


Air Force Plant No. 56 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: North American Aviation, Inc., Rocketdyne division. 
Location: Canoga Park, Calif. (los Angeles). 


Cost: 
Real property (this expansion ) .. 2.3. i esemeiieng~ ate Lite $3, 700, 000 
Personal: promerty (ths .CEDRDOIOD scinnntssnmeteetnreenened 1, 481, 000 
Total aes ~~ a idee sw” Gres, Oe 


Total investment in this f acility approximates $10, ,000,000. 
Building area: 
Square feet 
Pe ssc wigs atte tee Fincpanne ccreen gehen eicdaes  e a ee _. 366, 817 
Added by this expansion______-~- Le oid ebeiiick Dida armncsnntnen ieee 199, 356 





New total floor space sc mca tha ii ta a i 
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Land area: 40 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation: Southern Pacific Railroad and highway are 
available. 

Product: Large rocket engines. 

Description : This facility is a standard factory-type building suit- 
able for medium-heavy manufacturing. The engineering and admin- 
istrative area comprises approxim: itely 250, 000° square ‘feet. All of 
the land not covered by building is devoted to material storage and 
automobile parking area. 


Air Force Plant No. 57—Rocket Engine Laboratory and Test Site 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: North American Aviation, Inc., Rocketdyne division. 
Location: Santa Susana, Calif. (38 miles from Los Angeles). 
Cost: 


I a tl scsi niseeninimnnseemeeiimmtiewen $8, 000, 000 
koe clenaianranmsinstaueignizsaneess-icbinass menesreiios 1, 187, 155 
mena munediescinan Bean e 9, 137, 155 


Building area: 
> 


Square feet 





pene Detore this expansion... ==...=.....-.=............... 215, 319 
I a eestannerinnennmits Eiki! 28, 844 

a 244, 163 
Air Force total investment approximates__.___._..._--..-____--__- $18, 000, 000 
Of which real property is approximately__.....__..._...__._.________- $14, 000, 000 


This expansion provides additional fuel storage, six new test stands, 
several miles of roadway, extension of water lines and power lines. 
Provides contro] rooms and instrumentation for the new test stands. 
This facility is carved out of the rocks in the mountains north of Los 
Angeles. These facilities were necessary to provide test capability for 
large rocket engines and components of them. 

Land area: Approximately 400 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity, public; water-sewer are part of the plant; 
fuel is oil. 

Transportation: Is by truck only. 

Product: Test data for development and production testing on large 
liquid-fueled rocket engines. 

Description: This facility consists of : 

1. An administrative area containing: (a) Cafeteria; (6) 
engineering laboratory; (c) administrative office; (d) mainte- 
nance parts warehouse ; and (e) security center. 

2. Four test areas having multiple-engine run positions with 
fuel storage and instrumentation in observation posts. 
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Air Force Plant No. 58 
Status: Active. ia 
Contractor: AC Spark Plug division, General Motors Corp. 
Location : Milwaukee, Wis. 


Cost : 
Teel Srdverty = —. aste ree Se Sateen a See eee ae ese $832, 000 
Porson peteerte 55-55 3onacaenasseeessens ese eee 7, 126, 000 
ote. a5 cactccnaaeaccsntesckssacetee diet aewasgness 7, 958, 000 


This a provides capacity to produce electronic components 
for the WS-315A. The construction consists of an electronics test area 
built as a penthouse on top of the existing building and rehabilitation 
of the manufacturing building. 

The Government investment in this facility is: 


TRA) TOOT osetia brevet tan cae nee aipeeintoatie alin $3, 101, 000 
FURSOREE DOSER ent tS teccmckececeseegncnemenpmese emeeeareadieaeitte omc 14, 399, 000 
Ot iid tii tae tins Gthindeindagbas baba Wit ndaded 17, 500, 000 


Building area : 483,000 square feet. 

Land area : 2 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Rail and highway are available. 

Product : Components of WS-315A, A—1 computers and A-4 sights. 

Description: This facility is approximately 50 years of age; is a 
multistory brick building. 


Air Force Plant No. 66 

Status: Active. 

Contractor : Astrodyne, Inc. 

Location : McGregor, Tex. (near Waco). 

Cost : Real property, $404,672. 

Modification of buildings to provide capacity for large-scale propel- 
lant manufacturing. This expansion involves 5 buildings. 

Building area: 


WRI Goaeee CESSES BOR CON ainkk wcctemabltignecnesaubencssen $26, 644, 000 
Personal: property, approximately .1.... scccuncscntsduscsescacon 20, 000, 000 
ace xcsdcds snes cieipieaniaab nti binaries SSD al sa da ad eae dain emia iahalisaianlataae at 46, 644, 000 


Land area: 11,434 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Electricity, public; water, wells on site; sewer, public. 

Transportation : Rail and highway. 

Product: Solid propellants for rockets and missiles and JATO 
units. 

Description : This facility is part of the former Blue-Bonnet powder 
plant; was transferred from Department of Army to Department of 
the Air Force in 1953. The buildings have been and are being modi- 
fied from bomb load lines to propellant manufacture. 

Housing: There are 21 houses which were transferred with this 
property. ‘The houses are leased to the contractor. The lease which 
is for a period of 5 years commencing May 1, 1955, provides that the 
contractor may sublease to such occ upants ‘and at such rent as the Air 
Force contracting officer at Air Force Plant No. 66 may approve. 
The rent is ace umulated, deductions are made for maintenance and 
repair, and the balance is covered in the United States Treasury as 
miscellaneous receipts. 
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Air Force Plant No.75 
Status: Active. 
Location : Seattle, Wash. 
9 
Contractor: Pilotless aircraft division, Boeing Airplane Co. 
Cost: 





I ro Ree ae ee op ba weed decd aut $5, 508, 000 
Teen Teen ee ne ek Sh chlanen as marsavtainias kes toch bickinals lgwicuergh 6, £16, O90 
i lle cccaslinstnal ‘11, 724, 000 


Area buildings: 1,400,000 square feet approximately. 

Land area: 35 acres Government-owned land. 

Utilities: Public. 

Transportation : Union Pacific Railroad and Northern Pacific Rail- 
road ; United States Highway 101. 

Product : BOMARC missiles. 

Description: This facility consists of 2 main manufacturing build- 
ings totaling approximately 760,000 square feet, an office building of 
approximately 80,000 square feet, 2 warehouses totaling 454,745 square 
feet, and miscellaneous small prefabricated structures. The manu- 
facturing buildings are steel frame, brick structures, while the ware- 
houses and office building are wood frame structures with wood and 
transite siding. The two warehouses are used under a permit from 
the Army. The other properties were transferred from the Depart- 
ment of the Army to the Air Force and converted to facilities suitable 
for production of BOMARC missiles. 


Marquardt, Van N 
Status: Active. 
Contractor: Marquardt Aircraft Co. 

Location: Van Nuys, Calif. (Los Angeles). 

Cost of this expansion: Re: 7 property $1,000,000; modify test fa- 
cility ducting for X-RJ program. 

Existing property : 





I ee ee cewentaknetce pete tS _.. $7, 048, 000 
Pesseens. BEONery .. -.. ~~. ss ad ala earaitl eee mere ae 
ce a cso arene guianinanes 9, 221, 000 


Building area existing: None; test facilities cai 

Land area :_7 acres Government controlled with rights to acquire. 

Utihties: Public. 

Transportation: Railroad and highway. 

Product: Engine test data, for development of new engines and 
production testing of RJ-43. 

Description : The principal portion of this facility consists of two 
test cells for testing Ram-jet engines at simulated altitude and speed 
conditions with all of the nec essary equipment to provide these con- 
ditions, such as exhausters (turbojet engines) heaters, controls, and 


instrumentation. 

Note.—The contractor has agreed to convey title to the land to the Govern- 
ment for $1. Detailed descriptions of the property to be conveyed are currently 
being worked out with the contractor. 


AprreNpix D 


[Revision No. 37 issued September 18, 1958] 


13-407 Rigur or Conrractor To Use. 

(a) (1) Each facilities contract shall limit the right of the con- 
tractor to use the industrial facilities to the performance of the con- 
tracts and subcontracts specified or otherwise identified in the 
facilities contract or added thereto by amendments. Where a facili- 
ties contract authorizes the use of industrial facilities in the perform- 
ance of contracts entered into by formal advertising, the facilities 
contract shall specify a cash rental to be paid in suc h cases. Facili- 
ties contracts may authorize the use of industrial facilities without 
charge in the performance of contracts other than those entered into 
by formal adv ertising if— 

(i) the user is not thereby placed in a favored competitive 
vosiliners and 

(ii) the Government receives adequate consideration through 
reduced cost for supplies or services or otherwise (see ASPR 
13-601.1). Such reduced cost may be established in the initial 
negotiations of new contracts, or by the readjustment of prices 
(including fixed-fees and allowable costs) of existing contracts, 
or by price redetermination in the case of negotiated fixed-price 
contracts where the saving to the contractor cannot be accu- 
‘ately forecast. 

(2) Where a facilities contract authorizes the use of industrial 
facilities without charge to perform subcontracts, it is likewise im- 
portant to assure that the waiver of a use charge is consistent with 
the requirements that (i) the subcontractor is not thereby placed in 
a favored competitive position and (ii) the Government receives 
adequate consideration through reduced cost for the supplies or serv- 
ices or otherwise (see ASPR 13-601.1), therefore, the use of indus- 
trial facilities without charge to perform a particular subcontract 
shall not be authorized unless the contracting officer determines that 
these requirements are met. 

(b) When use without charge to the contractor is not authorized 
by (a) above or is not advisable because of the competitive aspect, 
shin ndieeaals e difficulties, or other considerations, the contract shall 
require the contractor to pay a fair and re rasonable use chi arge. Such 
fair and reasonable use charge shall be established on the basis of 
sound commercial practice, ‘including any prevailing commercial 

rates, and shall be such as to prevent the contractor from obtaining 
an unfair competitive advantage by reason thereof. The use charge 
for production equipment and for other personal property and equip- 
ment constituting industrial facilities shall conform to the rates pre- 
scribed ASPR 13-601. 

(c) A facilities contract may also provide that the contractor may 
be authorized by the contracting officer to make incidental use of all 
or part of the facilities cov ered by the contract. for work other than 
for an agency of the Department of Defense. However, where a fa- 
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cilities contract is no longer required in connection with the perform- 
ance of a Government contract. or contracts, it shall not be continued 
solely for the purpose of authorizing commercial use of all or any 
part of the facilities covered by the “facilities contract. The rental 
rates applicable to Government facilities as provided in ASPR 13-601 
shall apply to facilities furnished under a facilities contract for the 
period that such facilities are authorized for use for commercial 
purposes. 

13-408 Martnrenance. Each facilities contract shall require the 
contractor, without cost to the Government thereunder, to protect, 
preserve, maintain, and repair the facilities provided thereunder, in 
accordance with sound industrial practice, until relieved of responsi- 
bility therefor. However, when authorized by the Department con- 
cerned, such contract may provide for— 

(i) a specified degree of protection, preservation, maintenance 
and repair that is less than sound industrial practice as to any 
part or parts of the facilities as are determined by the Depart- 
ment concerned to be nonessential to future utilization of the 
facilities as a whole. 

(11) reimbursement by the Government for the cost of protect- 
ing, maintaining, preserving, and repairing facilities not author- 
ized for use by the contractor; and 

(iii) reimbursement by the Government for repairs, replace- 
ments, and restoration performed by the contractor when such 
repairs, replacements, and restoration are in excess of normal 
maintenance and are directed or approved by the contracting 
officer. 

The facilities contract shall contain no warranty, express or implied, 
regarding the condition or fitness for use of any item of industrial 
facilities. Nothing in the paragr aph shall limit a contractor’s rights 
with respect to costs properly allowable under other contracts. 


Parr 6—User or GOVERNMENT-OwWNED INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES ON 
Work Oruer THAN ror A Mintrary DEPARTMENT 





13 Score or Parr. The preceding Parts of this Section are 
intended to be applicable only to those situations in which Govern- 
ment property is provided to contractors or subcontractors of any tier, 
for use in connection with procurement by the Military Departments. 
This Part relates to making available to contractors, former contrac- 
tors, or other parties, Government-owned industrial facilities under 
the control of a Military Department for use solely or principally on 
work other than for a Military Department. (As to making industrial 
facilities available principally for use in connection with procurement 
by the Military Departments, and inc aeoig for use on work other 
than for a Military Department, see ASPR i8—407.) The question 
of making industrial facilities available for use on work other than 
for a Military Department may arise with respect to such -property 
in the possession of the Gov ernment (e. g., machine tools in reserve 
storage) or in the possession of the potential user (e. g., where a con- 
tractor has completed the contract under which the property was 
originally provided). Basic authority to permit the use of Govern- 
ment property on work other than for a Military Department is found 
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in statutes authorizing the Secretaries to lease property under their 
control (see 10 U.S. CG. 2667 and 50 U. S. C. App. 1173). 

13—601 Rena. 

13-601.1 General. Whenever industrial facilities are made avail- 
able for use on work other than for an agency of the Department of 
Defense, the user shall be charged a fair and reasonable rental; pro- 
vided, that under Departmental procedures consistent with ASPR 
13—407(a) rental may be waived with regard to such property fur- 
nished solely for use in performing work for Government agencies. 
Such rental, unless otherwise specified herein, shall be established on 
the basis of sound commercial practice, including any prevailing com- 
mercial rates. Except as otherwise provided in ASPR 13—601.2, 
such rental may, where permitted by the law under which the con- 
tract or agreement is executed, take into consideration obligations 
assumed by the user to protect and maintain the property as well as 
to perform other services as all or part of the consideration for the 
contract or agreement. ‘The rental shall, in any event, be such as to 
prevent the user from obtaining an unfair competitive advantage by 
reason thereof over competitors who own their facilities or obtain 
them from private sources. The rental shall be charged on the basis 
of the time during which the property is available for use rather than 
on the basis of the time during which the property is actually used, 
except in the case of facilities, other than those covered by "“ASPR 
where it is determined by the Secretary concerned, or his 
melon duly authorized to approve the contract or agreement 
by which the property is made available, to be impracticable or con- 
trary to the best interest of the Government. The Government shall 
make no warranty, express or implied, regarding the condition or fit- 
ness for use of any item of property. Industrial facilities may be 
authorized for use under contracts of a foreign government or sub- 
contracts thereunder, without the payment of rental determined in 
accordance with this Part, where use on such basis is requested by the 
foreign government, and is specifically approved by the Secretary, 
taking into consideration any existing government-to-government 
agTr eements. 

13—601.2 Rental Rates. Except as provided in ASPR 13—601.3, 
rental charged for personal property and equipment constituting in- 
dustrial facilities shall conform to the following rates, which rates 
have nat determined to be fair and reasonable: 

(i) As to production equipment of the types listed in ASPR 
13—603, rent shall be at the appropriate rate set forth below re- 
gardless of the extent and value of any obligations undertaken 
by the user to provide maintenance or other services. 





ige of Equipment Monthly Rental Rate 

© 20 Bi OAUI i a cis cnk ard et ies cei wean din aged 1%% of acquisition cost 
oa ih cenenid cctinnitilimipeinsbtineh teat 14% of acquisition cost 
Ce Se AE IO TEs ernnsininin, apne cineeeiapale ainda eal 1% of acquisition cost 
ICE ae PER Se es anges wa once ene anna geboooaees %% of acquisition cost 


The acquisition cost to be used in determining rental shall be the 
purchase price of the equipment charged the Government plus 
costs of transportation to, and installation in, the place where the 
equipment will be used under the contract or agreement, if such 
costs are borne by the Government. Transportation and instal- 
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lation costs may be estimated by the contracting officer where the 
actual costs are not known. When special tooling or accessories 
are rented with the equipment, equipment acquisition cost shall 
be increased to include the price charged the Goverment for such 
tooling or accessories. When equipment is modernized by sub- 
stantial rebuilding at Government expense so as to enhance the 
original capability of the tool, the acquisition cost of the equip- 
ment shall be adjusted upward properly to take account of the 
increased value that such rebuilding and modernization repre- 
sents. Ifthe purchase price is not available or cannot be obtained 
from the manufacturer of the equipment, the Department con- 
cerned shall obtain an estimated purchase price from the Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics). 
On January 1 following the date of manufacture of each item of 
equipment, such item shall be considered one year old, and on 
each succeeding January 1 it shall become one year older; and 
contracts or agreements shall so prov ide. For example, if an item 
of equipment is manufactured on 15 July 1958, it will be consid 
ered to be one year old on 1 January 1959, two years old on 1 
January 1960, three years old on 1 January "1961, etc. The item 
of equipment will be considered “over two years” old on and after 
1 January 1960, “over six years” old on and after 1 January 1964, 
and “over ten years” old on and after 1 January 1968. 

(ii) As to personal property and equipment constituting in- 
dustrial facilities other than production equipment covered in 
(i) above, and with respect to which there are not prevailing com- 
mercial rates, a rent at the rate of not less than 1 percent per 
month of the original acquisition cost of such property or equip- 
ment shall be charged. 

(iii) Charges to be made under the provisions of (i) and (ii) 
above shall conform to the following. For any period in which 
use of persona! property and equipment constituting industrial 

; facilities is authorized, the contractor, regardless of the character 
and extent of his use of the facilities, shall be charged a full 
month’s rental for each month or fraction thereof, computed 
in accordance with the above rates, reduced by the amount of 
rental which would be properly allocable to Government con- 
tracts and subcontracts on which use of the facilities without 
charge has been authorized. The portion of the rental charge 
properly allocable to such Government contracts and subcon- 
tracts may be determined either prospectively or retroactively, 
as provided in the facilities contract, and shall be computed by 
multiplying the full rental for the omen by a fraction whose 
numerator is the amount of use of the facilities by the contractor 
on a no charge basis and whose denominator is the total amount 
of use of the facilities both on a rental and no charge basis. For 
purposes of the above formula, amounts of use may be determined 
on the basis of direct labor hours, sales, hours of use, or any 
other method which the contracting officer determines will re- 
sult in an equitable apportionment of the rental charge. 

Except to the extent otherwise permitted by Departmental procedures 
in the case of property covered by subparagraph (ii) above, the con- 
tract or agreement under which property covered by this paragraph 
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13-601.2 is made available shall require the user to protect, preserve, 
maintain, and repair the property in accordance with sound indus- 
trial practice without cost to the Government under such contract 
or agreement. 

13-601.38 Exceptions. The requirements of ASPR 13-601.2 shall 
not be applicable: 

(i) in the ease of industrial facilities involved in leases of 
wholly-owned Government facilities operated by private con- 
tractors on a fee basis; 

(ii) to non-defense leases of complete industrial facilities (in- 
cluding land, buildings, and equipment) which have been ap- 
proved by the Congressional Committees on Armed Services in 
accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2662 where the total acquisition costs 
of the included production equipment of the classes listed in 
13-603 is less than 10 percent of acquisition costs of the entire 
facility. In each such instance, however, a report giving perti- 
nent details shall be submitted to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Supply and Logistics). It will include the names of 
the facility and the lessor, the total amount of rental or other 
fees paid to the Government, the planned use of the facility, a 
list of the production equipment (of the types covered by 13- 
608) including the date of manufacture and acquisition cost of 
each item, the period of non-defense use, and such other data as 
is considered significant. 

(iii) to items of production equipment which are such that 
the size, complexity, or performance characteristics present un- 
usual problems reflected in the time required in connection with 
preparing for shipment, shipping from storage or supply point, 
installing, and making ready for operation, provided the Office 
of Defense and Civilian Mobilization has approved the over-all 
program involving such equipment. 

(iv) to personal property and equipment which is a part of 
industrial facilities left in place or installed in a contractor’s 
plant for mobilization, emergency, or future production pur- 
poses of the Government; provided, that the requirements of 
ASPR 13-601.2 shall apply to so much of such personal property 
or equipment, or of its capacity, as is used or authorized for use 
at any one time. 

(v) as otherwise excepted by the Office of Defense and Ci- 
vilian Mobilization. 


13-602 Term or User. 

(a) Leases of industrial facilities shall be for a specific term which 
shall not exceed the period of time expected to be required to fulfill 
the purpose for which the facilities are made available. 

(b) With respect to equipment leases, the lessee shall not be granted, 
by an option or otherwise, the unilateral right to extend the period of 
use. 





